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IT] I'S with an extraordinary Heat, on 
REA both Sides, that the Queſtion con- 
L cerning the true Explication of the 

4{:5% DoQrineofthe Trinity,is managed 

£75 by the Litigants ; Dr. S—tch, and 

EE) Dr. Sherlock. The former of which 

RR is ſupported by the Univerſity of 
ENXER Oxford; the other is ſeconded by 

divers very Learned Perſons, ſome 
of them of the firſt Order in the Church. 

The Heads of Colleges at Oxford, in an Aſſembly 
hel4 Novem), 25. 1695. made a Declaration or Decree : 
* That to ſay, there are Three Inhaite diſtinct Minds, and 
* Subſtances. in the Trinity ; or that the Three Perſons 1n 
*the Trinity are Three diltinQt Infinite Subſtances, or 
« Minds, or Spirits; is aa Affirmation not barely falſe, 
* but Heyetical and Im;iows, and contrary to the Dottrine 
* of the Catholick Church, as well as to the received Do» 
* Arine of the Church of Fxg/and. In the ſame Decree, 
A 2 they 
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they forbid all perſons under their Care and DireQions, to 
publiſh any ſuch DotQtrine for the future. 

Dr. Sherlock in his Fxamination of the Oxford Decree, 
Anſwers ; That he will undercake to procure any day of 
the Year, a meeting of as many and conſiderable Divines, 
who ſhall condemn their Decree. He ſays moreover, 
That they have condemned by this Decree the true Or- 
thodox Faith of the Catholick Church; and that their 
Deeree is direaly contrary to the Fathers, and General 
Councils, 

Briefly, the Univerſity ſaith 3 The Doctrine of T hbyee 
Infinite Subſtances, or Minds, or Spirits, is [mpiety and 
Hereſy : Dr. Sherlock (ſeconded by not a few, very Learn- 
ed and Eminent Perſons) contends, it is the very Faith of 
the whole Church, delivered down to our Times (through 
the Intermediate Ages) from the Councils and Fathers ; 
and that to believe otherwiſe concerning the Trinity , is 
Hereſy and Nonſanſe. The Charge on both ſides runs as 
high, as the Difference is wide and important : Each 
Party condemns the Other's Dottrine of Hereſy ; and of 
Apoſtacy from the Councils, and Fathers. 

If they were content to Brand im this manner, only Do» 
Erines and Opinions, the matter were not much : But 
they have laid aſide all Charity towards one another's Per- 
fons, and all that Regard, that is wont to be paid to the 
Dignity or Merit of Honourable Adverſaries. 

They at Oxford have printed a Book, The Hiſtory of 
V. Gentilis, the Tritheiſt ; written by B. A4retizs in the lait 
Age, in the Latin Tongue ; but Tranſlated into Exgliſh 
this preſent Year, for the uſe (lay they, in the Title-page) 
of Dr. Sherlock. Intending by that Expreſſion, firſt, to 
abuſe him, as if he could not read the Book, in the Latin; 
then, to-intimate to the Reader, that Gertilis was con- 
demned and beheaded for the Dottrine maintained by 
Dr.. Sherlock.; which is not true, For Gexzti/z was execu- 

ted. 
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ted for 4 complication of Hereſies, for Blaſphemies and wit- 
leſs Scurrilities againit the Perſon of Our Saviour; and (as 
his Sentence declares) for final and irreclamable Obſtinacy 
in his Hetcrodoxies and Impieries, utterly refuſing to ab- 
jure them. This ( ſzalonable, appolite) Book concern- 
ing Gentilis , is coacluded with a Polt{cript ; wherein, 
after ſaying that the Wolf [ Dr. Sherlock ] 15 now unken- 
nelled, and the Univerſity has him in full chaſe : They 
add ; It is hoped, that She [the Univerſity ] will not 
give over, till ſhe has run him down. 

But they have alſo publiſh?d another Book, Remarks 
on Dr. Sherlock's Examination of the Oxford Decree. 
Here, miltaking Dr. Sherlock's Notions, confounding 
what he chiefly diſtinguiſhes in the Deity, Nature, and 
Subſtance; the Author nauſcates the ( Learned and Pra» 
Qiled ) Reader with a fruitleſs Oppolition to a Chimera 
of his own. But the chick aim of the Book, is; not to 
diſcuſs che Doftor's Examination of the Decree, but to 
affront and to aſperſe him. He teaches the Dean L atiz 
out of the Oxford Grammar: And having compared him 
to the famous Turn-coat Ecebolius, he promiſes, that on 
condition he will lie down to the Members of the Univer- 
ſity, intreatring them to tread on him as Salt that has loſt 
its ſavour, they will (generouſly) lift him from the ground. 
Nay, they will (graciouſly) pardon him; they will even 
(ſweetly) comfort him: Finally, they will diſmiſs him 
(ſo good are they) with thoſe words of our Saviour, Si 
no more, leſt a worſe thing happen to thee. 

But theſe are Carelles, and Indearments; in compariſon 
of the things ſaid by Dr. S—-:tþ; whoſe two Books ( Ants 
maiverſions on Dr. Sherlock, and 7ritheiſm charged on 
Dr. Sherlock) are ſuch an Academy of Complements on the 
Dean, that for all time to come, hither muſt the Lovers 
and the Maidens reſort for Flowers to ſpriakle and ſweetea 
their Letters, and Amorous Compoſitions. Ovid, ow 

#, 
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Ibis, was an Aſs, in compariion of Dr. S—th; whether 
you conlider the Expreſſion, or Occailon. 

And what ſys Dean Sherlock ; have theſe Gentlemen 
run him into a Corner? To do him right, as much as 
(I think) he is miſtaken in the Queſtion under debate ; 
he is a man of a clear +piric and Courage : Far from be- 
ing daſtarded or awed ©y che Inſults of izoftor $S—th ; he 
attacks the Univerlity it {zIf, all the Heads of Colleges 
at once : He ſcorns to be upon the defenſive only ; he car- 
ries the War into the Enemy's Country, and beats up the 
Head: quarter of the Nominals. He docs not indeed to of- 
ten charge our Oxford | riends with Ignorance, or over- 
ſight in Words, Accents, or Punctuation, as they him : 
But for inaccurate Reaſonings, and rhe Charge of Hereſy, 
the two great Blots cf a Learned Man, and a Divine, he 
comes wholly out of their cebt in Imputations end Chal- 
lenges of that kind. In ſhort, He is content they ſhould 
be zolerable Pedants ; not unqualified to keep a Village 
School : But that they arc Divines, he ſeems no more dil- 
poſcd to grant ; thanthey will allow, that he is the Great 
Aogul, or the Perſian Sophi, 

Dr. Sherlock is unknown to me, except by fight ; Mihi 
nec Beneficio notus, nec Tyjurii : ButT cannot bur profeſs 
my eſteem of his noble Mind ; another mano, after having 
been ſo abuſed, woul4 have been diſpirited, and quite out 
of countenance; would have appcaled to the Chriſtian and 
Conurteons Reader in whining tFeriods; but this DoQtor 1s 
not for putting the finger to the eye, but looks about 
where the Encmy (ſtands thickelt and ftirmeſt, and thither 
he haſts to the Charge. Every Craven will inſult, when 
he thinks he hasan advantage ; none but the Worthy keep 
their whole Courage againſt baſe uſage, occaſioned either 
by malice, emulation, miſinformation, or other ſuch like 
cauſe, which too often happen tothe molt deſerving. 
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As to what is ſaid in the Preface, to: the late: Tranſla- 
tion of the Hiſtory of wiemtilis, the [richeilt ; and in the 
Remarks on Dr. Sherlock's Examination of the Oxford De- 
cree ; that Dr. Sherlock 15 the firſt that broached among us 
the Hereſy of Three diſtintt Infinite Minds, Spirits, or Sub- 
ſtances; and has been followed only by Mr. F. B. of Folk- 
ſtone in Rent, Mr. Bingham, Fellow of Univerſity College, 
and ſomebody who hath twice preached that Dodtrine in 
a certain Cathedral, of whom they reckon bur only as Pe- 
dees, and Diſciples of Dr. Sherlock : I with it were not fo 
great a miltake as it certainly is. 

The firſ# Engliſh Writer, who profelledly and direQly 
maintained that the Three Perſons of the Trinity are: 
Three diſtini# Subſtances, was the moſt Learned Aurhor of 
the IntellefFual Syſkem. And in affirming, they are Three 
(diſtinct Spiritual) Subſtances ; *tis unqueitionable:that he 
underitood them to be Three Spirits, and Three Minis - 
For it their Subſtances are divers and diſtin, ſo mult their 
Lifeallo, and their IztellefF, and all other whether Facul- 
ties or Powers of their Subltances : the reaſon 15 obvious, 
becauſe they are things that inhere in the Subſtance. 
Dr. Caudworth therefore was the firſt of Real Trinitarians; 
as they who maintain Three Infinite Minds, Spirits, or 
Subſtances, begin (now) to be called. If Dr. S—:h could 
neither eat nor ſleep, till he found out another Gepxtzlis ; 
Dr. Cudworth had been his man, not Dr. Sherlock. For 
Dr. Sherlock and all our preſent Realifs, though they be- 
lieve the Divine Perſons to be ſo many diltint Spirits, 
Midas, and Subſtances; yet they hold them tobe t*quat,. 
in all Divine -ttribures and Properties : But Dr. Cudworth, 
wholly agreeing with Gentils, will have the Father only 
to be truly and properly God ; the Son and Spirit are God, 
Ommnzporent, and the other Divine Attributes, but only 
( he faith) by the Father's concurrence with them, and! 
their ſubordination a: ſibjeCtion to him ; they are nor 
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Omnipotent (and the reſt ) ad Intra or of themſelves, 
but only by means of the Father's concurrence ; in which 
ſenſe there 1s no Creature, but may be ſ:id to be Omni- 
patent, and God. 

After Dr. Cudworth came Dr. Ful!, Author of the Le- 
fence of the Nicene Faith, a Book that has rendered the 
W riter of it very famous, not in Ezg/and only or chiefly, 
but beyond the Waters. "Tis compoſed in a Style moſt 
truly Latin; with much vivacity of expreſſion, with great 
vigour and ſubtlety of thought : In ſhort, 'tis worthy of 
the noble Argument, of which it treats. This Author 
having ſtudied the Fathers with an application, diligence, 
and obſervation almoſt peculiar to him, perceived, that 
the Schools have departed from that notion of the Trinity, 
believed and proicilſed by ſome of the principal t athers. 
For whereas the Schools by Zomo-ouſios conſubftantial or of 
the ſame Subſtance, mean ; that the Three Divine Perſons 
are but one Subſtance in number, or one /elf-ſame Sub- 
ſtance : Dr. Bull plainly diſcerned, that by Homp-ouſos the 
Fathers intended oze Subſtance, in Nature and Properties ; 
not ore in number. In ſhort, That the Divine Perſons 
are Three diſtintt Numerical Subſtances ; and one Subſtance 
only in kind and ſort, that is, in t ſential Properties: They 
- are one Subſtance, as all Angels, or (to uſe one of his 
Compariſons) all Stars have the ſame kind of Subſtance ; 
the Subſtances of the Three Divine Perſons are alike im- 
mutable, ſpiritual, and qualified with all the ſame Divine 
Attributes ; in this ſenſe only they are conſubſtantial, or 
the ſame Subſtance. But he exprecly alſo ſaith, that they 
are Three Spirits: And that when the Third Perſon is cal- 
led H. Spirit, it 1s only Ly 4ppropriation, becauſe he is the 
Spiration of the Firſt and Second Perſons ; who are alſo 
moſt Holy Spirits, no leſs than he is. This is Dr. Bull's Ex- 
plication of the Trinity of Divine Perſons; 'tis undeniable, 
that his DoQrine is the ſame with Dr. Sherlock's : Dr. Sher- 
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lock has but ſucceeded to Dr. Bull, in the Hereſy (as the 
Oxford Decree ſpeaks) of three diſtini# Subſt ances ; and 
Spirits ; which alſo (unavoidably) implies three Beings, 
and. three Minas. 

After Dr. Bull and Dr. Sherlock, Mr. How began to write 
in defence of the ſame Notion of the Trinity. Mr. How 
not only calls the three Perſons of the Trinity, diſtia& 
Subſtances, and uncreated Spirits; but he afficms, that 
they maintain a delicious Seciety : And that being diſtin# 
Intelligent Natures, they could have but little Injoymeat, 
without ſuch Conſociation ; which muſt needs ( [aith he 
f-rther) be a more perfect Bleſledneſs, than can be ima- 
gined in an Eternal Solitude. 'The Authorities quoted by 
Mr. How, and the Arguments he advances, plainly ſhew 
the great Learning and Abilities of the Writer ; and atone 
ſufficiently for the obſcurity , harſhneſs, and abruptneſs 
of his Style. He is the only Perſon of the Difſenters, who 
hath written on this Subject : But *ris often ſeen, that in 
obſcure and. difficult Queſtions ; whole Parties will after- 
wards follow blindly what hath been ſaid in the caſe, by 
ſome Leading man among them. 

After the publication of Mr. How's Calm Diſcourſe, the 
Preſs was delivered of four Sermons by his Grace the late 
Archbiſhop of Canterbury ; who acofeles in theſe Sermons, 
that by Perſons in this Queſtion concerning the Trinity, 
he underſtands ſuch Perſons, as we ordinarily intend when 
in common familiar Diſcourſe we ſpeak of diſtini# Perſons. 
Which is to ſay, He means three living, real, phy lical, 
ſubſiſting Perſons : Not Properties, wneer Relations, States, 
Moaes, or ſuch like ; which i» common Diſcourſe are never 
ſpoken of as Perſons, but only as Afet#ions and Qualifica- 
tions of Perſons. The Archbiſhop then was as truly 4 
Realift, as Dr. Sherlock ; and had the ſame notion of the 
Trinity that he has, 
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The Biſhop of Ghcefter caf never beexcuſed, from b&- 
ing as heretical (to the Oxford Doors) as the Archbj- 
ſhop was ; for he exprelly calls the Perſons of the Trinity, 
diftint Beings , different Subſtances , ſeveral Spirits : He 
adds, We cannot 'underſtand-but that it muſt be a Contra- 
dition, to affirm that the Perſons of the Trinity are bat One 
pumerical Subſtance. He takes notice, that Dr. Cadwosrrh 
and Dr; Bit have'largely proved ; T hat St. Arhanaſias and 
the' Nicene Council, and the Fathers, give this.very Ac- 
count of the Perſons of the Trinity : namely , That they 
are different Sa«bſtances, diſtintt Beings. 

Mr. 7J. B. has not only eſpouſed, but defended Dr. Shey- 
lock's Explication of the Trinity ; in his 4z/wer to 
Dr. S—th's Animadverſions on Dr. Sherlock. This An- 
{wer has been mentioned wich a great deal of ( merited) 
Reſpect ; by divers Learned men, in ſome late Books. 
There was no reafon, that the Tranſlator of the Hz- 
fry of V. Gentilis, ſhould ſay ; that F. B; to his;poor 41/ 
had defended Dt. Sherlock: For that pror 41/1 will main- 
tain-it ſelf with reputation, againſt the poor Malice of any 
whomſoever. F. B. had only deſcribed himſelf, thus, 
J. B. Presbyter of the Churth of England ; either out of 
modeſty, or to decline the Inſults of the Impetuous Ani- 
madverter, and his Oxford Friends: but induſtrious Re- 
venge having found out, or pretending: to have found, 
that he is Miniſter of Fo/kffoxe in Kent, has deſcribed him 
in Print (in that ſo neceſſary Work,. #he Heftor y of Genti» 
lis) by the place of his Preferment. An Incivilicy,. or 
rather an Inhumanity, never yer practiſed among Learned 
men; in caſes either dangerous or mvidious : They might 
as well have given-us his name at length, withour ſuppreſ- 
fiag any of the Vowels or Confonants of it. 

I might add divers more, and thoſe alſo Learned men ; 
but here is @ Seprenary of ſuch Perſons, owning and: de- 


fending ſuch a Trinity as Dr. Sherlock contends for ; as 
| none 
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none but thoſe who are very angry, will call /ittle mir : 
And therefore the Other ( whom I ſhall grant to be che 
Orthodox) Party, ſhould have managed their Controverſy 
with more Temper and Charity ; and what I have hi- 
therto ſaid, is (chiefly) with intention to perſuade *em 
thereto. It will not excuſe Dr. S—#h, and the DoEtors 
and Writers of h# Side, that they have not yet direQaly 
fallen foul, but only on Dean Sher/ock, Mr. Bingham, and 
Mr. F. B. For ſeeing that all that has been ſaid to theſe, is 
merely for their Opinion: the ſame Imputations, of Im- 
piety and Hereſy, and the reſt, objeed to them, are (im- 
plicitly)' deſigned alſo againſt all others , that have pub- 
lickly defended or profeſſed the ſame DoEtrine. Dr. Cud- 
worth's Intelleftual Syſtem, Archbiſhop Tillotfox's Four 
Sermons, Dr. Bul/”s Defence of the Nicene Faith, the Bi- 
ſhop of Gloceſter's Propoſitions ; not to mention the Books 
of the teſt, to which it will nor be ſo caſy to anſwer, as to 
affront the Writers of them; I ſay, theſe were extant, 
when the Oxford. Decree ( againſt the Hereſy of three In- 
finite diftint? Subſtances, Minds, and Spirits ) was made : 
Had it not been convenient therefore , that the Oxford 
DoCtors had ſoftned their Cenſyre ? What if it had nvr 
been pointed with the words, Impious and Heretical ? what 
if they had left out contrary to the Dottrine of the Catholick 
Church, when *tis certain this was the DoQtrine of many of 
the Catholick Fathers ? 

But my eſteem of Charity and Peace, has carried me 
farther in this Judgment T have made of the Writings and 
Perſons of others ; than { deſigned at firſt : It is time now, 
that we propoſe, 


1. The different Explications of the DoQtrine of the 
Trinity or Three Divine Perſons, by theſe two (very con- 
fiderable) contending Parties. 

2. The Defence, that each makes of its DoQtrine. 
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3. If we can hit upon it, ſome Expedients (though 
not to reconcile the Opinions, which ſeems impoſſible, 
yet) to extinguiſh the fire, that (fo great) Anger, and 
(ſuch) hard Words may at length kindle in the Church, 
The Queſtion is of that importance, that if not diſputed 
with mutual Charity ; it may beget a Strife and Schiſm, 
no leſs great and dangerous, than that between Alexander 
and Arive. In very deed, if we conſider all that is im- 
plied in the two (contrary) Explications; the Strife be- 


tween the Arians and the Church, was not either of that. 


Value, or Conſequence, as this preſent Controverſy is. 
And whereas *tis litigated now in Emgland only, we are 
to expeQ, it will paſs the Seas; and that various judg- 
ments will be made of it, to the dividing the Church 


abroad, as well as here. 


The Explications of the DoTrine of the Trinity, by the 
Contending Parties 


. As to the Explications; the Party called Realifs, ſay. 
The H. Trinity or the Three Divine Perſons are three 
diſtint Infinite Subſtances, three Minds, three Spirits. 
They are three ſuch Perſons, that is, as diltin, and as 
really {ubſiſting and living ; as three Angels, or three Men 
are. Each Perſon has his own peculiar individual Sub- 
ſtance ; his own perſonal and proper Vn/erſtanding, Will, 
and Power of Attion ; an Omnipotence, Omniſcience, and all 
other Divine A4ttributes, divers in numver from the per- 
ſonal Omnipotence, Omnilcience, &c. of the other two 
Perſons. In the Creation, as alſo in the Government of 
the World, they are to be conſidered as ditini# Agents : 
Not as one Creator, or one Governor, but only 1n this 
ſenſe; that the Father aQs by the Son, through the Spirit, 
Of which, the meaning 1s; that the Father in regard of 
his Paternal Prerog ative, acteth not immediately, but by the 
Son and Spirit, Bur 
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But the Church, whom they now call the: Nominals, 
cries out; this is three Gods: And the name is in vain 
with held, when the thing is fo plainly affirmed. We are 
not to conceive of the Divine Perſcns, lay the Nominals, as 
we do of created Perſons : The conception we ought to 
have of their Perſonalities, or what they are as ties are 
Perſons, is as different from the Perſonalities of any Crea- 
ted Beings ; as the PerfeQtions of the Divinity are para- 
mount, to Human or Angelical PerfeQions God is bur 
one Being, but one Subſtance, Mind, or Spiric; with one 
only Will, Underſtanding, Energy, or power of ACtion. 
Nor are the Divine Attributes either multiplied, or re- 
peated in the Deity ; there neither is, nor nceds there be, 
nor (in very deed ) can there be, more than one Omai- 
potence, Omnilſcience, or other Divine Perfection. Ir is 
only God, that phy ically and properly Exiſts, as a Being, 
or a compleat Spirit and Mind; the Perſons are only the 
Subſtance ( God's Infiaite, Spiritual , and moſt perfe&t 
Subſtance or Nature) with the three Propertics, to be of 
none, tobe begotten, and to proceed, 

If any are deſirous, to approach yet nearer, to the ix- 
acceſſible Light ;, ſuch may conſider in God, firlt Original 
Wiſdom, as che Perſon of the Father. Then, reflex 1W:/- 
dom ; even the Logos, or Wildom that reſulteth from God's 
contemplating and knowing his own PerfeQions ; or the 
perfect Image that is generated, by God's knowing and un- 
derſtanding himſelf ; which is called the Sox. Laſtly, The 
(Immanent) Act of Love, by which God willeth or lo- 
veth himſclt; his Eteraal Spiration (or as it were, breath- 
ing ) of love toward himſelt ; named the H. Spirir. 

Thus a Soa of the Church, or Nominal I rinitarian, 
would account for his Faith z concerning this Myſtery. 
This is the Explication of the Faith ( and the Rule by 
whicl) to interpret the Texts that ſpeak of the Sacred Tri- 


nity) profeſſed by the Catholick Church; dec/ared in General 
Coun- 
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Councils, the only Authotity that can define the Paith, 
and pronounce of Hereſy ; maimtained in the Writings of 
all Divines, that are allowed to be Orthodox ; and (laft- 
ly) ſupported by fuch demonſtrative Reaſons, that the 
( {o much talke of) Mathematical Certatnty is not ſupe- 
rior to them. 


That there is but one Infinite Subſeance, but one Divine 
Mind or Spirit ; that no Divine Attribute ( ſuch as'Om- 
niſcience, Omnipotence, &c. ) is more than once in the 
Deity ; that notwithſtanding three Perſons (which are ſo 
many Properties in the Divine Nature, Subſtance, or E(- 
ſence) yet there is but one Intelleft, Will,- or Power of 
AQion (in number) in'God :- The Proof of this Faith, 
conſiſts partly in Authorities ; ' partly in Reaſons or Argu- 
ments. If in propoſing them, any: thing that is leſs re- 
ſpe&ful ſhall happea to drop from me; I here proteſt, it 
is not a meditated or wilful Contempr of thoſe Learned 
Perſons, againſt whoſe DoQrineT am ingaged ; bur purely 
an Imbecillity, and Inadvertency of my -own, of which I 
. do not approve, nor give my Alentto it. 


The Anthorities. 


As the Queſtion, depending between the Church and 
'the Realiſts, is not ſimply or only, Whar is the truth of 
the caſe or matter ; but what has been the Dottrine of the 
Catholick Church about it : So it is neceſſary to examine 
Authorities or Witneſſes, as well as produce our Reaſons 
and Arguments. In very deed, it is by Authorities only 
that we can decide, what has been the Belief of the Ca- 
tholick Church, in the Inquiry before us : And the Uni- 
form Belief of the Church Catholick, will weigh im ſuch 
a Debate as this, with moſt People, nay (I doubt not) 
with many of the Realiſts themſelves ; as much as any 


Reaſon 
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Rezfon. or Argument whatſoever : The Church's Faith 
and Authority will be judged, it may be, to be the maſk 
probable: Argument of all. Ir is evident therefore, that 
the Authorities that may. be cited, are Allegatiqns of very 
great conſideration ; and in ſo great a Queſtion, it would, 
be a deteſtable Praud, to be iaſincere : I ſhall therefore 
profels before-hand, that I will urge no. falſe Authorities ; 
nor any ways diſguiſe thoſe Authorities that I produce. 

The Authorities that I pretend to, are three General 
Councils, two of them Greek, the other Latiz; the Church. 
of England, in the firlt of the 39 Articles, and in the Atha: 
nafian Creed ; all Charch-Writers, whether Interpreters, 
Syſtematics , or. Polemics., ſince the Determination by 
the Lateran Council about the Year 1215, the: Reformed. 
Churches of the 4lpin Provinces; the Oxtord Decree, with. 
what hath beea fince tranſated. 


(r.) General Councils. A: General Council. is the 
higheſt and laſt Judigatory, of: the Church; from heace, . 
there lies no Apga) 2. but: to the Judgment of: God Al- 
mighty.. Whagſqever beſides, or farther may be meant in 
thoſe words of our Saviour ; Zell the Church, and again,. 
If he neglef# to: hear the Church, let him be. to thee as an Heas- 
then: No man\-will-conteſt- it, that a General: Council, 
which is. the. Church Repreſentative, is: certainly: compre». 
hended in that Chargeto all. | | 

The Queſtion between: the Church, and the Realiſts, is; 
Whether there are :hree Infinite (Spiricual and IntelleQtu- 
al.) Sabſtances : And in:conſequence, three Infinite Mizds. 
and Spurits,; three. (diſtin). Oqaniſcicat Vnderſandings, 
three All-powerfyl Wills and Energies ?: As this is the. 
Queſtion; ſo.it, is, agreed on. bath-ſides, that-in araing; 
any ove of theſe, a man. afirms «// the reib., If (for ins 
ſtance) I ſay, there are three diſtin Infinite (IntelleQus 


al) Subſtances ; I have ſaid thereby and therein, ny! bn- 
ite. 
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finite Spirits and Mins, three Divine Underſtandings,Wills, 
and Exergies. Or if I ſay, - three Divine Underſtandings, 
three All-powerful W/i/z; or Erergies; I ſay alſo three 
Divine or Infinite Subſtances, Spirits, and Minds. - This 
is granted on all hands; but was neceſſary to be noted and 
premiſed. for the uſe of thoſe who are not much converſant 
in theſe Queſtions : Therefore what have Gerera/ Councils, 
the Supream (declarative) Authority in the Church , 
and to which both Realsſts and Nominals profeſs ſubmilli- 
on, defined in the Caſe ? 

The NICENE COUNCIL. Though all Ge- 
neral Councils are of equal iztrinſick Authority ; yet the 
fir't Nicene Council (held Anno 325.) has a more general 
Reverence, a more abſoluce Submitſion, paid to it, than 
any of the other Oecumenical Councils : We ſhall begin 
therefore with this Council ; as firſt in Time, and in Dig- 
nity, of all the General Councils. 

Every body knows, that this'was the Council, which * 
brought into the Church the rerm Homo-ouſios; by which 
is meant, that the Divine Perſons have rhe ſame Subſtance. 
But the Realiſts controvert it with us ; Whether by the 
ſame Subſtance the Fathers intended tbe ſame Subſtance in 
number, the ſelf-ſame Subſtance, ſo that there 1s indeed 
but one Divine Subſtance : 'or the ſame Subſtance for kind, 
ſort, or nature, namely the ſame in all Eſſential Pro; erties, 
{uch as Infinite Duration , Wiſdom', Power, and ſuch 
like ; ſo that in truth there are three diftint (or nume- 
rically different) Infinite Subſtances, which are'the ſame 
only in nature and kind, that is (as has been ſaid) in Pro- 
perties. Evea as all Stars, though having each its diſtin&t 
body, different in number from all other Stars, are Homo- 
ouſial, conſubſtantial, or of the ſame kind of Subſtance ; 
or as Angels are Homo-ouſial to Angels, Souls to Souls, 
and Men to Men. *'Tis controverted, I ſay, between 


the Church and the Realiſts ; which of theſe the Council 
meant 
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meant by the term Howmo-ouſios, conſubſtantial, or of the 
ſame Subſtance, when applicd to the Divine Perſons ? The 
Council it ſelf has not explained it ſelf ; But the Hiſtori- 
ans who were next in time to this Council, and who have 
told us whatever we know of it, ſay thoſe things; that it 
may be inferred with certainty, that by Homo-ouſios ( of 
the ſame Subſtance) the Council intended the ſelf-ſame Sub- 
ſtance, one Subſtance ix number, not one only in kind, ſort, 
or properties, which were not indeed the ſame Subftance, 
but /ike Subſtance, or to ſpeak properly like Subſtances. The 
Hiſtorians of thoſe Primitive time tell us ; that there was 
a great Contention about Homo: ouſios in the Council it ſelf, 
but that at length it was carried that it ought to be ſaid rhe 
Divine Perſons are Homo-ouſial, or of the ſame Subſtance 
farther, that though the word was Voted in the Council, 
yer when the Council brok tHhops ( who had 
compoſed the Council) it bout this term 3 
many of them diſliked it, thers (the ſame who 
had prevailed in the Coungy fended it : And laſtly, 
That thoſe who contrived and maintained the word Fome- 
ouſios, were condemned by thoſethat oppoſed it, as Sabel- 
lians; and thoſe that oppoſed it, were cenſured by ſuch as 
contended for it, as introducing many gods. That is, they 
charged one another, juſt as the Vominals and Realiſts now 
do: For the Realiſts'upbraid ws, that we are Sabellians 
we anſwer again, That the Doctrine of the Realiſts (three 
Infinite IntelleQtual Subſtances, three Divine Spirits, or 
Minds ) implies three Gods. Let us hear the Hiſtorian, 
Socrates, H. BE. /. 1. c. 23. © Thoſe Vathers of the Coun- 
* cil that were againſt the termn Homo-oufios, Or of one Sub- 
* ftance, accuſed ſuch as were for it, as Sabellians and Mon: 
© taniſts; calling them alſo b/aſphemoxs, becauſe they ſeem- 
**ed to take away [ by that word] the real Exiſtence of the 
<« Son of God : While on the other hand, they that ſtood * 
*' for Homo-ouſios, believed, we - {uch as were againſt it 
« & 
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&« Jid introduce wore gods ; and therefore deteſted them, 
«© as reviving Paganiſm. 

This is a deciding-Teſtimony in the Caſe. For the 
Realiſts will never be able to ſhew, that 1t by Homo ouſios 
the Council intended three diſtinit Subſtances, three Beings, 
Minas or Spirits ; how the Fathers of the Council could be 
accuſed of Montaniſm or Sabellianiſm : For three Intelle- 
tual Infinite Subſtances, three Divine Beings, Spirits or 
Miads, was the DoQtrine chiefly oppoſed by Sabeliizs and 
Montanwus ; as all confels. And on the other hand, The 
Council which contrived and defended Homo-onſros, could 
as little cenſure thoſe that were againſt it, as Introducers 
of Tritheiſm and Paganiſm, which the Hiſtorian witneſles 
that it did with great earneſtneſs; if it had not been ſup- 

ſed, that in oppoſing Homo-ouſios, they profelſed to be- 

ieve three Infinite Subſtances in number, three Divine 
Minds and Spirits; which is the very DoCtrine of the Mo- 
dern Realiſts. 

In ſhort, I ſay ; While the Fathers of the Viceze Coun- 
cil are accuſed, that by Homo-onufios they revived Sabellia- 
niſm and Montaziſm; and while they impute Tritheiſm 
and Paganiſm, to thoſe that rejeQ Homo-onſios : we cer- 
tainly learn, that by Homo-owſios, Conſubltantial, or of 
the ſame Subſtance, they intended the /elf-ſame Subſtance ; 
which (all will grant) is as much as to ſay, but one In- 
finite Subſtance in number, but one Divine Mind and Spi- 
rit. The Imputation laid to them, and their (recipro- 
cal ) Accufation of their Oppoſers, do both evince what 
was then meant by Homo-ouſfios. The Strife at that time 
between the Fathers of that Council on the one Side, and 
thoſe who oppoled Homo-ouſios on the other, was the very 
{ame as now between the Church (or Nominals) and the 
Realiſts; the Realiſts accuſe the Church and the Ortho- 
dox Writers as Sabellians, and the Church impleads the 
Realiſts as introducing more Gods : It mult therefore be un- 

deniable, 
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deniable, that the Church rightly interprets Homo-onſios, 
it believes as the NVicene Council believed ; and the Rea- 
liſts inſtead of ſuch an Homo-ouſios as the Council believes, 
ſet up an Homo-ouſios which the Council deſigned to op- 
poſe and deſtroy. 

It is not, in my Judgment, at all material ; that Dr. Cud- 
worth, Dr. Bull, and Stephanus Curcelleus, alledge a great 
number of Paſſages out of particular Fathers, to ſhew 
that by Homo-ouſios thoſe Fathers (the Fathers whom they 
quote) intended, not ove Subſtance in number, but one in 
kind, ſort, and properties: For my Inquiry is not concern- 
ing the Judgment of ſome particular Fathers, but what 
the Nicene Council meant by Homo-onſios. I ſhall grant, 
that 2s in the Council it ſelf ſome Fathers dillikced that 
term ; though the Council ( for the Majority is ever un- 
derſtood to be the Council, Senate, Parliament, or other 
publick Body) voted it, and inſerted it into the Creed 
which they publiſhed, now called the Nicene Creed : So 
when the Council was broke up, the Fathers who had 
been againſt this term, and yet were not 4rians, formed 
{o ſtrong a Party ; that in little more than Fifty years 
time, Homo-onfios was interpreted by a great number of 
Writers, as *tis now by the Realiſts ; which Curcelleas, 
Petavius, and Dr. Bull have ſufficiently proved. But par- 
ticular Fathers are but particular DoQors ; *tis from Ge- 
neral Councils only, that we can take the Churches Do- 
Arine : For theChurch never intends to be repreſented by 
private Doctors, but only by a General Council. 

Farthermore, T hat by Homo-oufios the Council intended 
one ſelf-ſame Subſtance ; not as the Realiſts now interpret, 
three diſtin& infinite Subſtances which are one ozly i» 
ſort, kind, or properties, that is to ſay, like Subtances : We 
learn from the 4r:ia, Hiſtorian, Philoſtorgims ; as well as 
from (the Orthodox and Catholick) Socrates. Philoſtor- 
girs ſaith , That when the Council had voted the term 

C 2 Homo- 
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Homo-oufios ; the Arian Biſhops in the Council were at a 
oreat loſs, not being able to ſubſcribe to it : But at 
length, at the Suggeſtion of an Arian Princeſs  Con- 
ſtantize, Siſter of the Emperor Conſtantine, and Dowager 
of the Emperor Liciniws) they reſolved to ſubſcribe to 
Homo-onſios, becauſe and as it may be interpreted by Homoi- 
ouſios, lib. 1. c.S. His meaning is, Hom?-onſios, or of the 
[ame Subſtance may be interpreted the ſelf ſame Subſtance ; 
ro which Senſz the 4r/ans could not ſubſcribe, ic being 
the Senſe of the Orthodox Party of the Council ; But it 
may allo be interpreted of like Subſtance, namely the ſame 
Subſtance in ſort, or kind, or properties ; which becaule the 
Arians could in ſome ſenſe admit, therefore by Advice 
of Conftantia they choſe rather to fubſcribe to the word, 
than loſe their Biſhopricks. We have not at this day, the 
Hiſtory of Philoftorgius ; but only an Abridgmeat of it, 
Book by Book, and Chapter by Chapter, by the Patriarch 
Photius + The Reader may be deſirous to have the very 
words of Photius ; they are theſe. © Philoftorgius confel- 
« ſes, that all the Biſhops in the Council conſented to the 
* Expoſition of the Faith ; [ he means, to the term Homo- 
© ouſros, which was the Teft they had agreed on, by which 
© to diſtinguiſt between Faith and Hereſy ; } but only Se- 
* candus and Theen. The reſt of the Arian Biſhops, Ew 
& (ebins, Maris, Theognis, and others, ſubmitted to the 
* Council : But as Philoftorgius himſelf owns, deceitfully 
< :nd fraudulently; for by Homo-ouſios or of the ſame Sub- 
&* tance, they meant Homoz-oufios, or of like Subſtante. 
* And this by Advice of Coftantina | he means Conſtan- 
© tia] Siſter to the Emperor. In this Relation by Pho- 
tie, the words deceitfully and fraudulently plainly prove, 
that this Arian Interpretation of Homo: ouſios, was not the 
Senſe intended by the Council : They inſtru us clearly, 
that by Homo-ouſios the Council meant one ſelf-ſame S ub- 
fance,, the ſame Subſtance in. number ; got /ike Sub- 

fance, 
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ſtance, which was the Elufion uſed by the Arians, and 


is now imbraced (though not in ſo good a ſenſe) by the. 
Realiſt s. 

This is what I have to offer from the Holy Oecumenical 
Nicene Council; the firſt of all the General Councils : And 
to which all ſucceeding Councils, and the whole Catholick 
Church, have ever profeſſed an intire ſubmiſſion. 

CONSTANTINOPOLITAN COUNCIL. 
The next General Council, from which I have hitherto 
obſerved any thing concerning our preſent Controverſy, 
is the Third Council of Conſtantinople ; reckoned the Sixth 
of the General Councils. This Council began in the 13th 
of the Emperor Pogonat ws, Ann. Dom. 680. All the Pa- 
triarchs were oth _ at it, cither tn perſon, or by their 
Legats ; the Biſhops of the Weſt thought fit ( by reaſon of 
the great diltance-of place) to be repreſented by three Bi- 
ſhops ; the Biihops of the Orizxt (as nearer) were generally 
preſent in perſon, and were in all about 150. But the Bi- 
ſhops that repreſented the Weſtern Biſhops, were deputed 
by thoſe Biſhops themſelves, then aſſembled in Council at 
Rome, and making the number of 125 Fathers. 

The occaſion of convening this Council, was to deter- 
mine the Queſtion, Whether there are two Wills and two 
Operations in the Lord Chriſt; or only one Operation, and 
one Will? After a long concertation, the Fathers of the 
Council (unanimoufly) concluded ; That © there are two. 
« Natural Wills and wo Operations: in Jeſus Chriſt, yet 
*{ that the Human Will always follows the Divine, and 
« is perfeCtly ſubje& to it. Thoſe Churches or perſons 
who have ſince diſſented from this Deciſion by the Council, 
are called Monothelites ; as who ſhould ſay, the Hereticks 
that hold but one Will. 

Almoſt none of the Fathers in this Council, but Maca- 
ries Patriarch of 4xti9ch, were for one Will in the Lord: 
Chriſt ; they were perſuaded, . that becauſe of the two Na- 


tures, 
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tures (the Divine and Human) it muſt be faid that rhe 
Lord Chriſt hath two Natural Wills. 

It muſt however be confeſſed, the Queſtion was difficult 
enough; for as it ſeemed reaſonable to ſay, Jeſus Chriſt 
has two Natural Wills and Operations, becauſe of his two 
Natures, the Divine and Human : So Macarins of An- 
tioch, and the few Learned Men that adhered to him, 
alledged very plauſibly ; that though Chriſt has two Na- 
tures, he is but one Perſon, which Perſon the Church it 
{elf calls God-max ; and therefore that in like manner it 
ſhould be ſaid He hath but one Will, even a Theandric or 
Dei-virile Will. 

But what from this Council, is to our preſent purpoſe, 
is this. Macarics (and his little Party) preſented to the 
Council three Sheets of Quotations out of the Fathers; 
telling them, That in theſe Quotations, the Fathers declare 
there 1s but one Operation, and oe Will in our Lord Chriſt. 
But ſaith the Hiſtory, in examining theſe Sheets, the Fa- 
thers of the Council found ; that many of theſe Quotations 
had been falſified by Matarims : And for the reſt, they 
acknowledge indeed but ove Will, but they are to be un- 
derſtood of the Will of the three Perſons of the Trinity ; not 
of the Lord Chriſt, who hath two Natural Wills, becauſe 
he hath two Natures. 

It is moſt evident here, thatthough the Council owned 
two Wills in Jeſus Chriſt, becauſe of the Divine and Hu- 
man Natures; yet in God, #z the three Divine Perſons, 
as the Council ſpeaks, there is but one Will : But it but 
one Will, then (incontelſtably) bur one Underſtanding , 
and one Subſtance. 

Nor can our preſent Realiſts elude this Authority, by 
pretending; That the Council might mean one Will in 
God, only in regard of the perpetual conſent and concur- 
rence of the three Divine Perſons : For the Queſtion in the 
Council was, concerning Natural Will:, or Powers of Wil- 


ling. 
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ling. They maintained, that the Lord Chriſt has two 
Natural Wills, or Powers of Volition, becauſe of the Divine 
and Human Natures; and the Quotations objetted (out 
of the Fathers) by Macarins, were to prove but one Na- 
tural Will, or Power of Volition : Therefore when to theſe 
Quotations the Council anſwers, the Quotations indeed 
ſpeak of one Will, but they mean the Will of the Divine 
Perſons ; *Tis unavoidable, that they believed but one 
Natural Will (or Power of Willing ) in God, not three 
Wills. 

I may leave it, I think to any man of Erudition and 
Judgment ; Whether this Council did not believe con- 
cerning the Divine Perſons, as the Church now does : 
Namely, that they are Properties of the Divine Subſtance, 
Nature, or Godhead, not diſtiatt Minds, or numerically 
different Beings and Spirzts ; in that they affirm, that they 
have but one Natural Will or Power of Volition. For *tis 
impoſſible, in the nature of the thing; that diſtin In- 
telleCtual Subſtances, three divers Spirits, or Minds, or 
Beings, ſhould not have each his own Power of Willing, 
or Natural Will, I go on, to another Teſtimony. 

The LATERAN COUNCIL. - Peter Lombard, 
Biſhopof Pars, commonly called Maſter of the Sentences, 
ſoexplained the Trinity of Perſons, and the Unity of God; 
as to make but one numerical ſelf [ame Subſtance, and three 
Properties : And {0 expreſſes himſelf all along, that it ap- 
pears, he owned but one Divine Spirit or Mind, the Sub- 
ject (as it were) of three Properties, which are called 
Perſons ; but are fo called (in his jugdment) very cate- 
chreſticai'y, or improperly. It is true, he owns, that 
the Divine Perſons are Tres Entes (not, Tria Fatia) and 
Perſone Subſiſtentes ; but oth theſe, only in a Metaphy- 
fical Senſe : Namely, as each Property ( or Perſon) is 
conſidered not barely as a Property, but rogether with the 


Divine Subſtance to which it beloags. He explained him- 
{elf 
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felf yet farther, and more clearly, by adding , that the 
Divine Perſons are ſo much the ſame, in regard of the 
(common) ſelf-ſame Subſtance in which they ubſiſt, that 
we cannot fay but very improperly that they differ in num- 
ber : they differ not, ſaith he, ſo much as in number, in 
the ſenſe that Human Perſons ( for inſtance, Socrates and 
Plato) differ in number. 

Joachim, an Abbot of the Province of Calabria, in the 
Kingdom of Naples; a Perſon very much eſteemed ( for 
his Learning and SanCtity) by the Popes of Rome, and 
reverenced by moſt people as a Prophet ; very much difli- 
ked the ( before-mentioned ) Explication by Peter Lom- 
bard the Pariſian Biſhop. He publiſhed therefore a Book, 
wherein he teaches, as our Modern Realiſts do; that the 
Divine Perſons are different Sub ances and Beings, that the 
Unity of the Godhead is not an Eſſential, or Subſtantial, 
or Natural and Proper Unity, but only a Political and 
Figurative: Namely, 4s many men are {aid to be one Peo- 
ple, or one Nation. The Abbot's Opinion began togrow 
plauſible, becauſe 'tis an Explication very intelligible and 
obvious; therefore a General Council being aſſembled at 
the Lateran in Rome, Anno 1215. though they had before 
them a great deal of important buſineſs, in the firſt place 
took into conſideration the ( new) Controverſy between 
the Maſter of the Sentences and the Abbot : And they deter- 
mined, as our Oppolers themſelves confeſs, wholly and 
expreſly in favour of the former, 

When our moſt Learned Countryman, Dr. Cudworth, 
fays (Intell. Syſtem. p. 604.) that this ſame Lateran Coun- 
Cil is the only Publick Authority , that has owned the Ex- 
plication of the Trinity, by three Properties, of the ſame 
Numerical Subſtance : To omit now, how much he is 
miſtaken; he ſhould have conſidered, that a General 
Council is the Supream and laſt Authority in the Church; 
and that in yielding to us, that we have of our (ide, a co 
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neral Council, he profeſſed himſelf an Heretick. For this 
is the formal Reaſon as they ſpeak, the very Definition of 
a Heretick ; that in, a Queſtion of Paith, he (knowingly 
and obſtinately) rezeaeth and oppoſeth the deciſion of a 
General Council. And ſeeing that this Learned man 
could not but know, that this was a General Council ; he 
ſhould at leaſt have endeavoured, to have ballanced ſo 
great an Authority, by pretending to ſome of the other 
General Councils : But Dr. Cudworth was an Ingenuous 
man ; his Generoſity and Honeſty would not ſuffer him 
to lay claim to what, he himſelf knew well, he had no 
right ; he knew, no General Council had ever ſaid three 
Infinite Subſtances, three Divine Minds or Spirits. 


(:.) From the Catholick Church, declariog her ſelf in 
General Councils ; come we to the particular Church of 
England, ſpeaking in her Articles, and Liturgy. 

L ſhall confeſs, that the Articles are not ſo clear ; but 
that a pertinacious Litigant, may elude their true mean- 
ing. But whea 'tis ſaid, in the 1/f, 24, and 5th Articles ; 
that the Second and Third Perſons of the Trinity, are of 
one Subſtance with the Father ; and that all three Perſons 
are of one Subſtance, Power, and Eternity: As there can be 
but one (Numerical) Eternity; lo ſeeing 'tis plain, that 
the Compilers of the Articles could mean but oze Eternity 
in number, we ought to infer, they meant but ove Power, 
and one Subſtance in number ; not as the Realiſts Contend, 
three diſtinct Subſtances, three Powers, three Omaipo- 
rencics. 

Would any Realiſt. in accounting for his Faith, con- 
cerning the Divine Perſons, ſay ; Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit are oze Subſtance, ove Power ? Would they notaf- 
ſuredly ſay, three Infinite Subſtances, three Omanipoten- 
cies ? Bur ſeing our Church rejeQs thi, and ſays one Om» 


nipotence or Power, one Subſtance, as one Eternity 3 
| D why 
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why ſhould not we underſtand her to mean, as the (fo 
exprelly) ſays? 

But what our Church means in her Articles, ſhe moſt 
plainly declares in her Liturgy or Common Praycrs, 

I omit, that in the Communion Service, our Church 
uſes the \iceze Creed ; and thereia the term FMomo-ouſios 
or one Subſtance ; by which, I have ſhewn, the Nijcexe 
Fathers certainly meant owe ſelf-/ame Subſtance : becaule 
ef this, I ſeem to have ſaid enough already. 

The Athanaſiay Creed, appointed to be read on ſome 
principal Sundays and Holy-days, is more definitive, ex- 
preſs, and clear than the Nrcexe , let us hear what it ſays, 

© Whoſoever will be ſaved, — *tis neceflary that he 
« hold the Catholick Faith ; —and the Catholick Faith 
* is this : That we Worſhip one God in Trinity, and Tri- 
< nity an Unity : neither confounding the Perſons, nor 
&« dividing the Subſtance. [ Perſons, he ſaith, inthe plu- 
* ral number ; Subſtance, in the ſingular. He knew no- 
* thing of Subſtances. ] —T here are wot three Eternals, 
** but one Eternal; as alſo not three Incomprehenſibles, but 
* one Incomprehenlible ; — zot three Almighties, but one 
* Almighty ; ot three Gods, but one God, It ts evident 
here, that after having declared, that the Perſons are three, 
and the Subſtance but one ; leſt by three Perſons it ſhould 
be {ſuppoſed that three Minds, or three Spirits are meant : 
Therefore this Creed as carefully cautioned us, againſt 
three Eternals, three Incomprehenſibles, or three Almigh- 
ties ; as againſt three Gods, If the Creed had intended, 
as the Realiſts teach ; That there are three Almighty Spi- 
rits, three Eternal Minds, three Incomprehenlible Sub- 
ances : It would never have ſaid, mot three Almighties; 
nor three Eternals , nor three Incomprehenſibles ; | becauſe 
{o, it ſhould ( exprelly and in terms) contradit it ſelf. 
We- cannot underſtand, how it ſhould not be a contradi- 
tion, to ſay, :firſt, there are chree Erernal, Almighty, In- 

comprehenſible 
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comprehenſible Subſtances, Spiritsand Minds * And ghen; 
there is but one Eternal, Almighty, or Imcompretienſible. 
But on the contrary, the Exprefſions of this Creed will be 
very conliſtent, and intelligible ; if by Perſons, we under- 
ftand here, with the Nominals, not fo many Spirits, Minds 
or Subſtances, but fo many Properties of the ſame Incom- 
prehenſible Subſtance, and of the fame Eternal and AE 
mighty _=_ and Mind. Por ſeeing thofe Properties ate 
nothing elſe, but (unbegotten) original Mind or IntetteRt ; 
begotten or reflex Wiſdom, reſulting from Original Mind's 
conſidering or underſtanding the Divine: Nature and Per- 
feQions; and laſtly ;he Love thar proceeds neceſfartly from 
theſe two : All the Predications of this Creed concerning 
the three Perſons, or Properties, are fully anſwered. Be- 
cauſe though each of theſe (ImminentY Ads of the Deity 
is Eternal, All-powerful, and fo #s Incomprehenſible, by 
reaſon of their Infinity; yet no man will ſay, they are 
three Almighties, or three Eternals, or three Incompre- 
henſibles : Becauſe thoſe AdjeQives are never ſaid alone, 
Except concerning, atFual Beings ; not concerning the” Atfs 
of a Being or Spirit, We may ſay, to put fomewhat a 
like caſe ; the Power of God is Eternal and Incomprehen« 
ſible, and fo ts his Goodneſs : But becauſe Power ard 
Goadneſs are but only the 4s, or at moſt the Properties 
of a Being or Spirit ; therefore though each of theſe 1s com> 
feſſed to be Eternal and Incomprehenſible, yer we rightly 
deny they are two Ezernals, or ewo Imcomprehenſibles; be- 
cauſe that is never ſaid but of Spirits. or Beings themſelves. 

In.ſhort, T conceive ; that this Creed, by expreſly de- 
nying that the three Divine Perſoas are three Frernals, At- 
mighties, Or Incomprehenſibles, denies them alſo to be Be- 
ings, Minds, or Epirits : For if they were, becatſt-each 
of them is Eternal, Almighty and Ihcotnprehenfible; afl 
three muſt be three Eternals, Almighties, and Incompre- 
Heaſibles. But the Perſons being taken” for Properrier,, 
| D 2 though 
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though each Property is Eternal, and the reſt ; yet (as 
the Framer of this Creed, rightly obſerves) the propriety of 
Speech will not allow, that they be called three Eter- 
zals, &C. 

- ?Tis eaſy to foreſee here, a formidable ObjeQion 
namely. That 'tis improper alſo, to call Properties of 
Beings, of Spirits or Minds, Perſons ; more improper, to 
call ſuch Properties, as Original Wiſdom, reflex Wiſdom, or 
the Love proceeding from theſe, God ; and molt of all, to 
name them Father, Son and Spirit, *Tis alſo very odd, 
to pray as our Church does in the Liturgy ; * O God the 
« Father— have mercy on us, O God the Son— have 
©* mercy on us, O God the Holy Glioſt — have mercy on 
us; If theſe are not ſo many aCtual Beings, and living 
Spirits ; but only the Properties ( Origiaal IntelleQ, re- 
flex Wiſdom, and Divine Love) belonging to one ſelf- 
{ame Being and Spirit. 

To this, I anſwer. Seeing Words and Names are not 
the Natural, but the Arbitrary Signs or notations of things; 
no Names or Words ought to ſeem improper or harſh, that 
are impoſed on things by a competent Authority ; and are 
deniz'd (as it were) by general Uſe and Cuſtom. Ir is 
unproper, to call Properties Perſops, in any other caſe but 
that before us; becauſe Cuſtom and Uſe are now againſt 
it : But Cuſtom having warranted it,ia our ſpeaking of the 
Deity ; *tis now no more unproper than the words or 
terms of Art in Chymiſtry, Navigation, Fortification, 
and all other Arts, which every one knows are otherwiſe 
underſtood in theſe Arts than in common familiar Speech. 
In like manner, when Original Wiſdom is called the Fa- 
ther and God, reflex Wiſdom is ſaid to be generated, and 
called Ged and the Soz, and the Spiration of Divine Love 
is called the Spirit ; we are not to wonder, that the Scrip- 
tures or the Church being coaltrained, to uſe the Language 
of men concerning an Object very inadequate to our li- 
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mited Underſtandings ; we are not (I ſay) to wonder,, 
if in this caſe the Expreſſions, Names, and Terms, are 
liable to a great deal of exception : But there is no juſt 
cauſe to reje& thoſe Terms or Expreſſions, both becauſe. 
rley are as near to the nature of che things ſpoken of, as 
Human Language affords : And becauſe they are ſo ex-. 
plained by the Church, as not to oppoſe or take away the 
Unity of God. As to that Prayer, * O God the Father — 
« have mercy on us, O God the Son—— have mercy on. 
&© us, O God the Holy Ghoſt —, have mercy on us : It. 
hath been diſliked by divers Learned men, particularly by 
Mr. Catvis.. But tis certain, tis not the Churches Iaten-. 
tion ;, to own hereby three Spirits, or three ObjeQs of 
Worſhip : The Obje& of Worſhip being inconteltably, 
and I think confeſſedly, but one. The Church by this 
Form of Prayer means only, to invocate God by the three, 
DiſtinQions, which ſhe owneth to be in him. And when 
ſhe names thoſe DiſtinQions, or Properties, Father, Son 
and Spirit; ſhe inteads thoſe words, not as when they are 
uſed of men, or any other Creatures, but only in the ſenſe 
that they are applicable to God. Father, when. ſaid of 
God is Original Intellett, Sox is reflex Wiſdom, and Holy 
Spirit is Divine Love. ED | 
Notwithſtanding, becauſe of the common people ;. 
who by occaſion of that Form, may entertain, Tritheiſtic. 
Notions : Mr. Calvis adviſed well, that this, and ſuch 
like Offenſive Forms be taken away. Whea I ſay Often, 
ſive, I mean ; they are Forms, at' which the Ignorant 
= dangrroully ſtumble, may eaſily make ſhipwreck. of: 
the Faith, 


(3.) There is no doubt, that all the Roman Catholick: 
Nations and Churches, will adhere (in this Queſtion ) 
to the deciſion of the Lateran Council. Thoſe Churches. 


believe themſelves as much bound, by the —_ 
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of the Church in a General Cooncit; as by the Scripture 
it felf : Beeanfe 'tis a Princple: with 'em,, that che Holy 
Ghoſt preſides in, and direQs General Councils, in all 
their (fhnal) Concluſions and Canons about the Faith. 

'The Greek Emperor, Patriarchs, and Church were re- 
preſented in that Council, as well as the Latiz (or Weſtern) 
Kings and Churches ; therefore they will imbrace the 
Creed and Canons of that Council, as much as of any 
other General Council : Nor in our prefent Queſtion, can 
they avoid it. For not only the Firlt Viceze, but the Sixth 
General Council at Conftantimople,both of them Greek, tho 
the Latins alſo aſſifted in thoſe Councils ; affirmed but one 
Subſtance, and what is more explicit and deciſive, but one 
Will of the three Divine Perſons : as was obſerved before. 

Though the Dean of St. Pau?s hath ſaid ; He will pro- 
cure any day a Meeting, of as many and able Drvines as 
they of Oxford, who ſhall condema their Decree : F much 
queſtion, whether he hath yer ſpoke with thoſe Friends of 
his? FT do not think, ſo many and ſo able Divines as. the 
Heads of Colledges at Oxford, will be perſuaded to fo bold 
and raſh an Attempt; as under their Hands to make a 
Schtſm from the Greek and Latin Churches, upon this 
Queſtion : It was never denied of the Greet or Latin 
Church, that they are Orthodox in the Fundamentals ; the 
DoArines of the: Frinity, the Incarnation, and Satisfa» 
Aion. It would be a very unadvifed, nay deſperate At- 
rempt in private Doors, to come to 4 Subſcription d1- 
realy contrary to the Churches of the Eaft and Weſt, re- 
prefented. in» their General Councils ; from which thoſe 
:Churches will no more recede, than from the Scriptures 
themſelves. 

Though Proteſtants have not the like veneration far 
General Conncils ; as the Greek Church, and Roman Ca- 
tholick Nations own and profeſs ; Yer ſeeing the Lateras 
Council, which none wilt deny tobe General, decided rhis 
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Queſtion conceraing one or more Subſtances, aot zaciden- 
tally, but profeſſedly ; not caſually, or in looſe general 
terms, bur deſignedly ; all Proteſtant ( as well as all Ca- 
tholick ) Writers have ever followed the Laterax Canon. 
Ia all Syſtems, and all Controverſial Books, that I ever 
aw; they deſcribe the H. Trinity by one ſelf ſame Divine 
Soubftance, aud three Relative Properties, called Perſons. 
And the Reformed Churches have therefore, upan occa- 
ſioo, expreſſed their zeal for that Faith 3 the Alpine 
Churches (who follow the DoCtrine of Calvin and Zping- 
lizs ) more eſpecially, Of which, that none may be ig- 
norant, our ner Priends have given us the Hiltory .of 
V. Geztilis, in Engliſh. This Book was originally written 
by B. Aretius, and is a Succiatt Account of the ( {evere) 
Proceedings of the A/pine Churches, againſt Gentile,  Ler 
us make an Abſtra& of the Story of this man, partly from : 
that Book, partly from Mr. Ca/viz and others. . - 

Gentilis, whom Mr. Calvin owns to have beena Learn: 
ed man,: having applied himſelf to the reading of the Fa-. 
thers, had obſerved ; that ſome of them ſpeak 1d of the - 
three Divine Perſons, as Subſtances and Spirits.numerical- - 
ly diſtin : And that when theſe Fathers define ar deſcribe 
the Divine Perſons by Properties, or Relations, or Mades - 
of Subſiſtence ; they mean, that each Perſon beſides his 
own particular Subſtance, which is perfeQly of the ſame 
Nature with the Subſtances of rhe other rwo Divine Per-- 
ſons, is farther diſtinguiſhed by ſame. proper CharaQer of 
his own ; as for inſtance, The Father is anbegotten, the 
WORD (called allo the Son) 1s begotten, the Spirit. 
Proceeds from the other. two. 

How much ſoever ſome. wauld excuſe, and ſcek to elude - 
it; this Tritheiſtic Notion lies {o open, in the: Writiugs - 
of Divers of the Fathers, that if Gexti/s had been con- 
demned for this only ; the Complaint of S. Carcellew had 


been true, that. Geztils ſuffered for maintaining oy Do- 
ine .. 
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fArine of ſome of the principal Fathers. But becauſe Gex- 
tils, to avoid that Tritheiſm, of which he plainly ſaw 
that the DoQtrine of thoſe Fathers would be accuſed, faid ; 
'That as there are three Divine Subſtances, and tres Spirit us 
eſſentiali numero differentes, three eſſentially diſtint# Minds 
and Spirits, lo of theſe, only the firſt (the Father, or as 
Gentilis called him the Eſſentiator) is truly and properly 
God, Omnipotent, and Omaipreſeat, the other two are 
but ſubordinate Spirits, dependent oz, and ſubje& zo the 
Father or Eſſeatiator : This was fo like 47i#x, and ſo ex- 
aAly the ſame with what the 4riani Molles ( the Mode- 
rate Arians ) ſaid, who dcnied the real Divinity of the 
Second and Third Perſons ; that his Enemies who, it 
may be,durſt not have condemned him for his Three $4b- 
ſtances and Spirits, took advantage againſt him for his 
affirming that ozly the Father « properly and originally God, 
and only hath all Divine PerfeCtions i» the higheſt degree. 

For theſe two Points of DoQtrine ; three diftini# $:b- 
ſtances and Spirits, whereof cnly the firſt is true God; Gen- 
rilis was proſecuted, firſt at Gexeva, and then at Bery : 
at Geneva they contented themſelves, to oblige him to 
Abjure ; but at Bern, becauſe he would not Abjure, and 
had Treated of theſe Queſtions ( both in his Books and 
Conferences) in a {currilous manner, they beheaded him. 
He is not accuſed of being otherwiſe an Ill man, or Un- 
learned ; but thoſe Churches could not indure the Do- 
Etrine of three Infinite Subſtances, three Divine Spirits or 
Minas. 

Let us tarry a little upon this RefleQtion ; That the 
Churches of the Eaſt and Weft muſt needs be underſtood 
to follow the Deciſions of their General Councils ; that all 
Writers (whether of Syſtems or Controverſy) have alſo 
followed them, ever lince the formal Determination made 
by the Council of the Lateran ; and that the Reformed 
Churches of the Alpine Provinces, imbraced the very firſt 
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Opportunity of expreſling their extraordinary Zeal, for 
the Faith of oze Infinite Subſtance and Spirit, diſtinguiſhed 
by three Perſonal Properties. Here is all the Human Au- 
thority, that any (T heological) Cauſe can wiſh to have ; 
for whereas all Chriſtendom has from the moſt Ancient 
times been diſtinguiſhed, iato the two Churches of the 
Eaft and Weſt, or the Greek and Latin Churches :' If we 
could only ſay, that the Weſt and Oriext, notwithſtanding 
all their other Differences and Controverſies, are however 
agreed in this, that there is but one Divine Spirit and Sub- 
ſtance ; it is (alone) an abſolute Victory, when the Que- 
ftion is, What « the Faith of the Catholick Church ? For 
this is what we mean by the Catholick Church, we mean 
nothing elſe (neither more nor lefs) but this, the Churches 
of the Eaſt and Welt. But when it can be farther ſaid, that 
not only theſe two general Bodies, but even all the parti- 
cular Writers (whether in the way of Inſtitutions, or of 
Controverſy ) unanimoully maintain the commonly re- 
ceived DoCtrine; for a man to withſtand (pertinaciouſly) 
ſuch a Conſent as this, is no better nor other than to depart 
from the Communion of Saints; he blots out, with his own 
hand,his name from the Matricula of the Church. What ſig- 
nifies that Saying of our Saviour, Tell the Church ; or that 
other, If he heareth not the Church, let him be to thee 45 8 
heathen : If we refuſe to ſubmit to the Church, not only 
as repreſented by General Councils ; but as diffuſed in all 
the Provinces of the Eaff, and Weſt ; and as ſpeaking by 
the Writers of all SeQts and Parties ? If I were arguing 
with thoſe who reject the Authority of the Catholick 
Church, or that make but light of-it ; I ſhould not urge 
theſe Authorities, or (at moſt) but only mention them : 
But ſeeing the Rea/ifts as well as the Nominal: profels, 
that chey will be concluded by the deciſion of the Catho- 
lick Church ; the Authoricies I have urged, are ſaHicient 


(methinks) to eſtabliſh the —_ I aim at. For I plead 
the 
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che Authority bf the Church, in all the ways, by which 
ber Do&rine or: Faith can be declared and expreſſed : 
I alledge the Church ſpeaking, firſt, as repreſented by 
her Biſhops 4n Gemtrral Councils ; then, as repeating the 
ſame DoQtrine by her Preachers, Writers, and Divinity- 
Chairs; and laſtly, as defending and vindicating the Faith 
by her AMagiſtracy, in the aQtual puniſhment of obſtmare 
and irceclaimable Diſſenters from it. 


(4.) It may ſeem but a light matter, after all this; ta 
alledge the late Decree of the Heads of Colleges at Oxford 
Aad it might rightly ſrem fo, if there were any Univer 
ty in C hriſteadom that would not make the ſame Decree, 
- if the Queſtion were put to them, *© Whether there is 
* more than one (ſelf-ſame) Infinite Subſtance, or more 
© than one only Divine Mind and Spirit? But do the Rea» 
lis themſelves hope, there are any Devinity-Chairs, or 
any (Scholaſtick) Convocations, who will give up Homo» 
ouſios ; or will interpret it, contrary to the DoGrine of 
he Schools, and of General Councils ? Will any Univerſity 
tranſlate or explain Homo-ouſios ( or of the ſame Subſtance). 
by three Subſtances ? Or if they ſhould forget their Gram- 
mar; will they forego their Philoſophy, and the very fuc- 
damental Principles of Reaſoning ; by ( firlt ) defining, 
God, to be an Infinite and All perfedt Spirit ,and then ſaying, 
that three ſuch Spirits are but one God. 

It is but a juſt Deference to Univerſities, to ſay ; they 
are the Conſervatories, of the Catholick and Orthodox 
Do&arine. Here their Leiſure, Converſation, multitude 
and variety of Books; and that they attend to this only 
thing; enable the Profeſſors., Heads of Colleges, and 
other Doors, to diſcera more readily, and judge more 
certainly : than Preachers, incumbred (for the molt part) 
with Domeſtick Cares and Croſſes; and taken up, in 
Compoling Sermons, and other Practical — ; — 
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dinarily can. And for this Reaſon, both Magiſtrates and 
People will always have an eſpecial regard, for the Deter- 
minations of thofe Bodies Politick of Learning : As they re- 
verence the Parochial Clergy, for their Example, and their 
holy Counfels ; fo the Clergy of Univerſities will, and ever 
have been eſteemed the more Authentick Interpreters, of 
the Divine Myſteries, and the Arcana of Religion. 

It is from this opinion of things, without doubr ; that 
his Majetty hath given forth his late Dire&ions to the Arch- 
biſhops and Biſhops. For the Preface to thofe Direttions, 
faith; That the Differences among the Clergy in their 
ways of Expreffing themfelves, concerning the Frinity, 
have given occaſion to his Majeſty to command as here 
followeth. And what follows? Why, the principal Di- 
reQion is; Thar © all ſhall carefully avoid ew Terms, in 
« ſpeaking of the H. Trinity ; and ſhall confine therofelves 
&* to fuch ways of Expreſſion as have been commonly aſed 
"* ;n the Church. Which is in effeCt to decree again by the 
Royal Authority, the declaratory Decree of the: Doors 
ar Oxford: For *tis inconteſtable, that three Infinite Sub- 
ftances, three Divise Spirits and Minas, ave new Terms, 
and ways of Expreffion that have. not. beers commonly afed 
in the Church; they have been never uſed, fince the Deci- 
ſion by the Lateran Council, without incurring the: Note 
of Hereſy. 4 
_ Hirherto' of Authorities ;, come we*' now to the Ar- 
guments. 


The Arguments of the Nominals. 


Frere I may be more brief; becauſe the Arguments are 
fo apodiQtical and clear. | 
' Fatthe firſt place, T Gay ; three Infinite (TatefleAual) 
Subftances, or «free Eternal Omnipotent Minds or Spirits, 
£an never be but one God : Becauſe 'tis evident, nay: con- 
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fſeſſed, that one ſuch Spirit, Mind or Subſtance, is one (abſq» 
lute and moſt perfei?) God. 

| If one Infinite IntelleQtual Subſtance, one Divine Mind 

or Spirit, is one compleet God ; how ſhall we ever avoid 
it, that three ſuch Spirits muſt be three compleat Gods ? 
We intreat the Realiſts, that without offending them, for 
we deſire not to impoſe our Sentiments on then ; we may 
believe, and profeſs, what ſeems to us fo undeniable : 
namely, That © if the Definition is multiplied, the thing 
« defined is alſo therewith multiplied. This is ſuch a Po- 
flulatum 1n Logick ; that it has been ever held equivalent 
12 certainty and clearneſs, to an Arithmetical or Geome- 
trical Demonſtration. But docs it not as clearly follow, 
from that Logical Axiom ; that ſceing 'tis the Definition of 
one God,. that he is one Infinite ( Intellectual, Spiritual) 
Subſtance, one Eternal, Omnipotcat and Omniſcieat Spi- 
rit and Mind: Therefore 1f we multiply our Definition, 
by ſaying, * three Infinite (Spiritual, IntelleQtual) Sub- 
« tances, three Omniſcient, Omaiporent Minds and Spi- 
« rits; we (thereby) multiply the thing we pretended to 
define, namely God ? Which is to ſay, we affirm more 
Gods; as many Gods, as ſuch Subſtances and Spirits, 

To this, the Realiſts have anſwered two different (and 
contrary ) ways. 

Mr. How ſays ; that one Divine Perſon i not one God. 
If he had ſaid this, of ſuch Perſons as the Church means 
when ſhe ſays three Divine Perſons; it had been a good 
and a ſound Anſwer. But ſeeing by a Divine Perſon; 
Mr. How declares that he means an Eternal, Omniſcient, 
Omnipotent, and Infinite Spirit ; a Spirit or Vind omnimo- 
douſly. perfet#; be ought to ſhew, how ſuch a Spirit-can 
fail1n its claim of being an omnimodouſly perfet# God + For 
*tis unintelligible, how it ſhould come to paſs, that where 
»o Perfettion, or degree of Perfettion is wanting ; ſuch a 
| Being or Spirit ſhould not be a perfe? God, | 

| * Whea 
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; When Mr. How requires three All- perfe& Spirits, to the- 
conſtituting oze Pertect God ; tis evident, he mightas 
well have required+threeſcore, or three hundred, or (if- 
he had thought of it) three Miilions. And if he had 
thought fit to ſay, three Millions, three Hundred, and 
Threeſcore ſuch Spirits are (preciſely) one God ; yet he: 
would never be able to ſhew, how all theſe ( rogerher) : 
make a more Perfect God, than one of them (alone) is * 
For if that one is Infinite, Eternal, Omnipotent, Omnif- 
eient ; he is equivalent to never ſo many ſuch Spirits. 

And beſides that this is a clear Anſwer to Mr. How's . 
crude Pretence; his DoCtrine is Hereſy to all the other 
Realiſts : Who all ſee, that unleſs one Divine Spirit is one 
God, three Divine Spirits can never be. one God. The 
reaſon 1s; becauſe God being Inhaite 1a his Perfe&ion : If. 
the Divine Perſons ſingly conſidered, are not Infinite, bur 
Finite in their Perfection ; no three Finites will make arr : 
Infinite. | 

The other Realiſts therefore ſay, That each of the three 
Divine Spirits is perfe&# God. And as for the Conſequence 
wedraw from thence ;. that tber there muſt be three Gods : 
They believe, they retort our Anſwer upon our ſelves; - 
thus. If, becauſe one Divine Mind, or Spirit, or Subſtance 
is one Perfe&t God, three fuch Subſtances, Minds or Spi-. 
rits are three Gods : Thea, becauſe each Divine Perſon is . 
one Perfe& God ; it muſt alſo follow, that three ſuch Per« 
ſons are three Gods. And ſo the Nominals are as Knee- 
deep in Tritheilm, as the Realiſts, 

I anſwer; Thar this Retortion is grounded on a miſtake - 
of the Churches DoQrine. We do not ſay, as the Rea» 
licts ſuppoſe ; that one Divine Perſon is an adequate No--- 
tion of God, or of one God: Three Divine Pertons, and 
not one only; is a Perfett God. We ſay indeed, that each 
Divine Perſon is God; but not 2 God. © In ſaying that each - 


Divine Perſon is God, as for inſtance, that. the .Fatheras - 
God, , 
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Goa, nay is perfed? God; we are far from intending he is 
4 perfect God : Becauſe ſuch is the force of the ſmall Parti» 
cle a, that by ſaying each Perſon is a God; we ſhould ap» 
parently multiply Gods, in affirming three Divine Per- 
ſons. What then; why, whenthe Church ſays each Di- 
vine Perſon is God, as the Father ( for inſtance) is G:d : 
"tis meant, that the Father is God, mot excluſively (but ins 
oluſively) of the other two Perſons, namely of the Son and 
Spirit. The Divine Subſtance or Eſſence conſidered but 


with one of its diſtintive Properties, is but an inadequate 


Conception of God: The full and compleat Conception is, 
the Divine Subltance with the zhree Propertics, or Rela» 
tive Subliſtences, Vnbegotten Wiſdom, Begotten or Reflex 
Wiſdom, and Divine Love. 

It remains therefore firm and ſecure ; that if one All. 
perfect or Divine Spirit is one Perfe&t God, three ſuch 
Spirits are three Gods, We have ſeen, that the Realiſls 
can no way ſhift off that Demonſtration ; but by ſuch a 
Retortion. on the Nominals, as is a pure miſtake of the 
Churches DoCQtrine. But were the Retortion never fo 
true and found; yet 'tis impertinent : For, how would ir 
excuſe the Tritheiſm of the Realiſts, if they can prove, 
that others are as much Tritheiſts as themſelves ? 


Again, Secondly. There are thvee Infigite ( Spivitual 
and' Intellectual) Subſtances, three Divine Minds and 
Spizits ; ſay the Realiſts. 

Then, ſay we; there are alſo three Wills, three Under- 
fandings, and three Energies or Principles and Powers of 
AQtion : This they grant alſo. 

FE will not here again repeat it, that the Sixth Ge- 
neral Council expreſly denies three: Wills; and conſe» 
quently, three: Underſtandings and Energies: I only'ask, 
Whether it be.not-too apparently unphiloſophical, abſurd, 
ant monſtrous ;. to.conceit: ove God, with three Under fhands 


ings, 
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ings, three feveral Wills, three divers Powers of 4tion ? 

o what purpoſe are theſe Faculties repeated ? If, be- 
cauſe one Underſtanding or Energy is not /afficient ; then, 
'tis not Infinite: But if not Infinite, then (of neceſſity) 
Finite ; if Finite, three Finite Underſtagdings or Ener- 
gits will never make one Infinite Energy or Underftand- 
ing; 'tis only an Infinite number of Fimites, and not three 
only, that can make an Infinite. 

But if one Underſtanding and Energy in God, becauſe 
they are Infinite, ere ſ«fſiczent, which 1 think to be unde- 
niable; more ( Underttandings or Energies) are ſuper- 
fluous : But we know, there is nothing ſuperfluous in 
God; all Superfluity or Redundancy is ImperteQtion, nay. 
is monſtrous. 

One God with three Underſtandings, three Powers of 
Willing, three Principles of AQtion : I defire to ſpeak of 
the Faich of others, eſpecially of Learned or Good men. 
with a due reverence; but I beg leave, to make ſome few. 
({erious) Remarks on fo ſtrange a Paradox. : 

If three Underitandings, whether Finite or Infinite; I 
ialiſt upon it, there muſt be more : For if three ave berter 
than oze, more perfeQtive of the Nature of God; three 
Hundred Underitandings muſt makeaGod 297 times more. 
perfect, than three Underſtandings can. This Hy pothelis 
therefore of three Underſtandings manifeſtly implies; that - 
God, becauſe he hath on/y three Underſtandings, is not fo. 
Perfe&t a God,as he might be ; nay as may be conceived by 
a Finite Underſtanding. I know well, that the Realiſts.. 
are better men, than to have ſuch thoughts of God; but 
then they ougitt £0 diſcharge the Notions concerning God, . 
that neceſſarily kead to ſuch Conſequences. 

Three Underitandings, they fay, and three Wills. But 
if two of the Underſtandings, and two of the V\ ills, are 
nor (teril or barren ; two parts in three, of the AQts of the 
Diviaity, whether in Underſtanding or Willing, _- _ 

plainly 
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- plainly) fruitleſs and ſuperfluous Ats. Or will they fay, 


to avoid thar conſequence 3 that the three Underſtandings 
and three Wills, do by turns relieve one another ? But net» 
thec mult that be ſaid, becauſe lafſitude or wearineſs ap- 
proach not God. 


If three Underſtandings and three Energies ( that is, 


' Principles of Aﬀtion) then three Lives alſo. I am perſua- 


ded the verieſt Ruſticks would be aſham'd of ſuch an Af- 


 firmation 3 would ſee the abſurdity and impoſſibility of it; 
and more eſpecially of three Lives of the ſame kind. The 


Life of an uncompounded Being, can be but one : Degrees 


. of Life (or more vivacity) are incident to Finite Beings ; 
' but in God we cannot ſuppoſe, without ſuppoling him 
:ijmperfeQ, ſo much as various degrees of Life, 


Three Lives of one Being, 1s a contradiCtion : For ſee- 
ing the being of a Living Being is its Life ; to ſay, three 
Lives of one Being, is to fay, three Beings are but one 


Being. 


But three Underſtandings, Wills, or Energies of one 


Telf-ſame God, is a Paradox fo fertile of Impoſlibilities and 


Contradictions, eaſily ſtarted ; that I ſhall content my 
ſelf, only to have put the Reader into a method of diſco- 
vering and conlidering them. X 


A third Argument, againſt three Infinite Subſtances, 
three Divine Spirits and Minds, 1s ; that the Predications 


concerning the Third Divine Perſon, that have been de- 


fined in General Councils, and believed by the Church, 


.can conlitt or be explicated only on the Hypotheſis of the 


Nominals, that the Divine Perſons are Properties and Im 
manent Atts, not Subſtances or Spirits, The Church be- 
lieves, that the Second Perſon is eternally generated, and 
that the Third doth eternally proceed from the Firſt and Se- 
.cond. The Second General Council of Lyoxs, aſſembled 
inthe Year 1274. defines in the firſt Canon ; Damnamus 
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& a my &c. ©. We condema and reje& all ſuch 
« Perſons as preſume to deny, that the H. Spirit doth eter- 
© zally proceed from the Father and the Son ; for this hath 
* been the Faith of the Orthodox Fathers, and of the 
* Doctors of the Greek and Latiz Churches. *Tis evident 
at firſt ſight to any Learned man, who is converſant in 
theſe Queſtions, and in the Writers who (in ſeveral Ages) 
have managed 'em, what the Fathers of this Council 
meant, and what they aimed at, in this Decree or Canon. 
For becauſe they believed, that the Divine Perſons are not 
Minds and Spirits, but Relative Subſiſtences ; or what is 
the ſame, Immanent Ats : Therefore they could not but 
believe and define, that the Second Perſon is eternally ge- 
nerated, and therefore called the Sox; that the Third is 
an Eternal Spiration, and therefore called Spirit. 

The three Divine Perſons are, Original Mind or Wiſ- 
dom ; Reflex Wiſdom, or the Wiſdom that reſulteth from 
Original Mind's eternal contemplation and knowledge of 
the Divine Nature and Perfe&ions ; and the everlaſting [pi- 
ration of Love, that muſt needs proceed, from the Original 
and Reflex Wiſdom of the Deity. This being the Faith of 
the Church, profeſſed by the Fathers, and by the DoQors 
of the Greek and Latin Churches; therefore the Cauncil 
here defines, that the Spirit doth eternally proceed : That is, 
the Proceſſion of the Spirit, or of the Divine Love, is an 
Immanent (az abiding) 4&#; nota tranſient AR, that has 
been compleated and finiſht from all Eternity. 

The Do&rine of the Nominals then, agrees with, and 
was the Foundation of this Canon of the Lyons Council ; 
the Council defines that the Spirit doth eternally proceed, 
and the Second Perſon is eternally generated; becauſe the 
Second Perſon is the Wiſdom that reſults, from Original 
Mind's e:ernal contemplation and knowledge, of the Divine 
Perte&tions ; and becauſe the Third Perſon is the Everle- 
ſting Spiration, of Eternal Lore from Original mow 0s 
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Reflex Wiſdom. I fay, thus the Predications concerniap tha 
Divine Perſons, defined in General Councils,, are noronly 
adequately anſwered'by ; but they are alſo-grounded o»-rhe 
Explication of the Nominals, that the Divine Perſons are 
not Subſtances and Spirits, bur Original: Mind, Reflex 
Wiſdom, and Divine Love. 

The Explication'by the Realiſts, is direQly contrary to 
the Canon of this General Council: For if the Second-and 
Third Perſons are diſtin& Subſtances and:Spirits, from the 
Firſt'; it were heinous Nonſenſe toſay, they are eternally 

enerated; or eternally proceed. If the Perſons- are Sub- 
nces and Spirits; it nuſt be ſaid; That the Second'was 
compleatly and finally generated from all Eternity ; the like 
alſo of the Third Perſon : elſe they ſhould be incompleat Sub- 
ſtances, u»finiſht Spiritss The Charaterof the Second Per- 
ſon is Gexeration, of the Third is-Proceeding ; therefore if 
they are Spirits or Subſtances, it can never be ſaid, thatione 
iseternally generated; the other does eternally proceed : But 
the former was generated'from-all Eternity, andthe other 
aQually and compleatly proceeded' from all Eternity ; elſe 
their CharaQer and Being is ſtill uncompleat ; which to 
ay of-a Divine Perſon, is- Hereſy. 

Nor may I omit; that-becauſe the Catholick Chnrch'be« 
lieves; that the Second Perfon is the reflex Wiſdom of God, 
and*the Third' Divine Love ; therefore this Queſtion has 
been very warmly debated ; ©** Whether the Son i that Wiſe 
« Jom,. by which the Father # wiſe ? Thoſe Fathers who 
affirm this Queſtion, uſually alledge theſe two Arguments. 
That the Eternity of the Son cannot; be otherwiſe proved, 
but 'B: this; that he is the eternal Wiſdom of the Father. 
And thit otherwiſe we muſt ſuppole :wo Wiſdoms in God : 
Which ſeems ſo-abſurd to a late Learned Eccleſiaſtical Hi- 
ſtorian, that he concludes his Difſertation: concerning this 

neftion, with theſe words; © The Father neither is, nor 
: Nin be analy Wiſe;biit by the WORD-orSon: be Cabs 
| | 4 
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baſutins Notitie Eccleſ. p. 120. Every one Tees, that this 
QueRion which has beon {o carmeſtly debated among Fa- 
thers, School-men and Moderns, were abſolute ne; 
if they ſuppoſed the Divine Perſons to be Subſtarces and 
Spirits : The very On Queſtion zmplics this Sup- 
poſition, that by the Firit Perſon is meant oregine! Mind ; 
and by the Second reflex Wiſdom; for a Subſtance or Spi- 
Tit cannot be faid to be the Wiſdom by which the Father is 
wiſe ; the Wiſdom by which Origizal Mind'is wiſe, mult 
be an 4, an Eternal Immanent AQ of Original Mind, 
not a Spirit, a Mind, or a Subſtance. 

I might go on tothe next Argument; were I not Ropped 
by a Pretence of the Realiſts, on which they lay a great 
ſtre(s: It has alſo very lately been earneſtly urged,by a mot 
Learned Perſon, of the firſt Order in the Church. Where- 
aswe alledge, That the Predications concerning the Divine 
Perſons cannot be accounted for, on the Hypotheſis of the 
Realiſts. For in{tance, That the Son is eternally generated, 
and the Spirit eternally proceeds ; this can never beexplica- 
ted by an Hypotheſis which makes the-Divine Perſons to be 
three Subſtances, or three Spirits ; becauſe if the Second 
and Third 'Perſ{ons are Sprrits and Subſtances, it ought not 
tobe ſaid they are-eternally generated, or they eternally pro- 
ceed, but thus they have been generated, or they proceeded, 
from all Eternity : If the Second Perſon 1s ſtill generated, 


'and the Third fill proceeds ; they are hitherto (nay ever 


ſhall be) imperfeQ and emrompleat Beings, becauſe their 
.CharaQers (Generation and Proceſſion) are wot yet finifh- 
ed. I ſay, whereas this is our Objefion ; ſome Realifts have 
anſwered : The Son and Spirit are Subſtances, and yet are 
eternally and perfettly generated ; becauſe they have their 
Subſtances by a continual 4porres or eflux-from the Sub- 
ſtance of the Father, 'In'two words, the Second and Third 
Perſons are -emanatory Subſtances, or Spirits; and therefore 
the former is eternally generated, and the other eternally 

F 2 proceeds. 
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proceeds. They explain this, by the emanation of the 
Rays, from the Sun ; which always are, and yet are 
continually and eternally generated. 

But this Subtlety has this unhappineſs ; that there lies 
againſt it, a Mathematical Demonſtration. The Realiſts 
ſay, the Divine Perſons are three Infinite Subſtances ; 
whereof the Second, and the Third emane (or flow ) 
from the Firſt. I urge therefore, Let A. B. C. be three 
Infinite Subſtances ;- if B. and C, ( Infinite Subſtances ) 
emane from A. an Infinite Subſtance alſo : Ir is ſelf.evi- 
dent, that the #wo Infinite Subſtances muſt exhauſt, and 
thereby (in the end) annibilate the oze Infinite Subſtance. 
One Infinite Subſtance ( whether corporeal or incorpo- 
real) can never eternally ſupply two Infinite Subſtances : 
the two Infinite Subſtances by continual eternal emana- 
tion, muſt needs dry up the one, which was their Foun- 
tain. 

Beſides, as Emanatory Subſtances are indeed maintain- 
ed, by a continual new efflux and recruit from their Foun- 
tain ; ſo the reaſon of this, is, becauſe all Emanatory Sub- 
ſtances are continually decaying ; they continually periſh, 
as well as are continually generated : And otherwiſe, there 
would be no need of an eternal efflux, or continually new 
emanation , from their Fountain. For inſtance , *Tis 
becauſe the Rays that emane from the Sun, or from a Can- 
dle, continually die and waſte away ; that therefore thoſe 
Bodies (the Sun and a Candle) ſupply that decay and 
waſte, by a continual efflux, or emanation of new Rays, 
from their own Subſtances, 

This Reflection ſhould make the Realiſts aware, how 
dangerouſly they ſay, the Second and Third Perſons of the 
Trinity are Emanatory Subſtances ; for that is to ſay, as 
'they are eternally generated, ſo they eternally waſile or 
die-; and if it were not for this latter, the former would 


not. (nay, could not) be.. 
But 
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But the Faith of the Church, is, on the contrary ; that 
the Second and Third Perſons are eternally generated, not 
becauſe (like Rays) they naturally die as faſt as they are 
generated : But. becauſe their Generation is an immanent 
or eternal Att. 

Briefly, Never were men ſo unlucky ; as the Realiſts 
are, in accounting for the Faith of the Church (as it has 
been defined in General Councils) concerning the Predica- 
tions, that belong tothe Second and Third (Divine) Per- 
ſons. They can no ways explain the Eternal Generation 
of the one, or the Eternal Proceſſion of the other ; but by 
ſaying they are Emanatory Subſtances , which like Rays 
of Light. from a Candle, are always recruited from their 
Fountain. Which Solution, I have ſhewn, ſuppoſes; that 
the two emaning Perſons eternally die; as welt as are eter- 
nally generated : Andit overlooks this fatal Conſequence; 
from it; "That the Second and Third Perſons, being two 
Infinites, muſt exhauſt and annihilate the Firſt, which is 
but one, by their eternal emanation from it.) And how 
can two Infinite Subſtances emane from one? Is it not all 
ane, as.toſay, two-are: xo more than one-;. or. two may 
emane from one, and yet one be left? I conclude theres 
fore; that there cannot readily be a greater Inadvertence, . 
than to ſay, the Second and Third Divine Perſons are Emas 


natory Subſtances from the:Firſt. 


The Forth Argument may be; that all 'Explications; , 
by which *tis indeavour'd to ſhew, How: three Infinite 
(IntelleQtual ): Subſtances, three Almighty- Spirits and 
Minds, may be one God, are manifeſtly deficient, 

That theſe Spirits are ſuppoſed to. be. wutually:conſcions, . 
| that is, conſcious to one another's Thoughts andiAtions; 
their mwtzal love and concurrence; their conſent.in govern. 
ing the World ; their mutual Incxiſtence, or that' they im- 


meate, pervade, or are i» one another : Theſe: are ſuch 
Pleas; 
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Plegs,as plainly ſhew; that the Realifts do got believe there 
is but 0ne God in 4 nataral ſenſe, but only in an Artificial. 
It will be alwaysevyideat, | to all that do not affet to cheat 
themſelves; that were it true, that there are three Infigitc 
All-perfe& Spirits which are mutually conſcious, Or mutuelly 
inexiſt, or who mutuslly love one another, or that agree 
in governing the World by one Adminiſtration :* Yet be- 
caule cach of theſe Spirits are ſaid to be Infinite, and All- 
perfeq, they mult be faid to he Gods mutually conſcious, 
mutually inexifting, and the reſt ; but no more one God, 
than they are one Spirit. 

TheRealiſfts may as well pretend,that by theſe Devices of 
theits,they have coatrived three Infinice Spirits into.onePer- 
{an,or ant ove iSperit, as into ove God. If a-man ſhould aftet 
toadvancea.new Hercly:; by faying, there is kut ove Divine 
Perſon, becauſe the-three Divine Spirits mutually love, mus 
tually inexiſt, or are mutually conſcious : Whatever Anſwers 
wauld overthrow ſuch a Novelty in the Churches Language 
concerning God; muſttoverrhrow alfo what the,Real 
fay 3: namely, iT hat rhree Gods are made to'be one by their 
Txexiftence, their Concarrence, their muta} Conſciouſneſs, 
and {uch like. SE" ©-1- | 

Is this 'the Faith that we have received, from the Ca- 
thalick Church, and aur .Predeceſfors in the' Sacred Fun- 
Qtion ; that God is not one; |iniaſenfe of Nature, as when 
we ſay one Sun, one Angel, or any the like Being or thing 
that is truly and properly one? but in a FaQtitious or Ar- 
rificial ſenſe, as Forty thouſarid 'men are-one Army., or 
as ten times that number may be ane Nation ? 

They ſay, three Almighty Spirits are one God ; becauſe 
they mutually. inexiſt , or 'mutually love. But what if 
athers ſhall lay hold of this, 'and contend ; that jn very - 
deed there are three (Gods, (but yet ſuch Gods as mutually 
love, mutually inexiſt, and the reft of that Cant ? Would 
not a diſintereſſed Perſon, whoat all underſtands propriety 
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of Speech, fide- with theſd latter? Would not/ſuch' Pers 
for aſfuredly anſwer, that rhe latter (not the formerY uns 
derſtand how to [peak property ? ; 

It may be worth the Realiſts while, to conſider the 
Scandal brought upon the eormmbr/Chriſtianity ; by forkt 
poot and'deſpicable Excuſes fot our Polytheiſin ; Whae 
would a Philoſopher, a Jew, or a' Learned Pagan fay ; 
when he is adviſed to believe ihree Infinite Spirits, whont 
he is'to call ove Gvd becauſe they dearly love one anorhefr, 
or becauſe they adminiſter the World by a joint concut- 
refce;; or becauſe they: cloſely: clafþ;- nay are (eveny 2» 
one another, and know one* another's Thoughts antt 
Minds? I think verily, the' Philoſopher would'laugh'out; 
2nd-if he wore a'Gyeeb,- would/anfwer with-abutidante of - 
Railery. The Few would grin, and turn him ſcornfully 
away; the Saturnine Genius of his Nation, would not al- * 
low him, to anſwer. - The Pagan would tftoroughly ap 
prove the whole Diſcourſe ;/ proteſtingonly, rhathis owtr : 
way of ſpeaking ( even three Gods) is' the only proper itt 
the caſe. He would like well of rhe-great dearnefs and 
great intimacy; called matuit Love and' mutual Conſcionſ= 
e/s-; he would approve of the: joint Admtniftyation, he 
would not-difatlow' the Inexiftente of Spirits in"one ano- 
ther'; Bur (for common ſenſe-ſake; and nvr tomakehitt- 
=_ ridiculous) he would'/adhete to his'owti form, three. 

ods. 
My laſt Argument, for the- prefent, againſt" the Do- 
, Qrine of three lnfinite Subſtances, Spirtrs or Minds; = 

be ; That all' the Reafons, uſed: by Philoſoptiers'or” Di- 
vines, to prove that there is but'one*God, do as certainly: 
and as clearly prove that there'catbe bur 'orit InflaiteAll- 
perfe& Spirit: The Learned Author who has anfweted 
to Dr. S—#h's Animadverſions on Dr. Sherlock, ifigages 
(92. that if Dr. $-— zh or any other will ſhew'; that 
the Arguments which Mz ate againft a ptarality of Gods, 

are - 
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are equally ſtrong againſt three Infinite Minds: He (that 
pet ava. will reply, as ſoon as it can be reaſonably ex- 
peQed, that an Anſwer can be printed off. I ſhall con- 
teſs my ſelf a very unequal match, for ſo Learned an An- 
tagoniſt as Mr. J. B. but ſceing to be confuted, with me 
amounts to no more but this, zo be better informed : I ſhall 
even intreat this Gentleman, as his leiſure ſhall ſerve him, 
to make good his Undertaking and Promiſe. The Task 
on my part, is very eaſy ; I have nothing to do, but to 
turn to ſome Author or Authors, who have abridged the 
Arguments againſt Heatheniſm, that is, a plurality of Gods: 
And to preſent them to Mr. F. 8. who was (v intent up- 
on utterly routing Dr. S—:h and the Oxford Heads, that 
he would not divert to the conſideration of thole Ar- 
guments. 


Firſt. I find *tis alledged by the Defenders of Chriſti- 
anity, againſt Paganiſm ; that created Nature has nothing 
needleſs, or in vain, much leſs can we ſuppoſe, that the 
uncreated Divine Nature hath ought that is ſuperfluous 
and redundant : Every Superfluity is a Monſtrolity ; what 
is redundant is a peccancy. againtt Wiſdom, Order, and 
Beauty. But now is it not a Superfluity, ſay they, to ſup- 
ſe more Gods; when ( becauſe one is ſufficient) more 
Gods are needleſs, and wholly in vain ? | 
Mr. F. B. may, if he pleaſcs, endeavour to overthrow 
this Argument; but if he cannor, I am certain, *tis as ap- 
plicable to three All-perte&, All-ſufficient Spirits, as to 
three Gods. For, I pray, are not more lnfinite Spirits, 
All perfe and All-ſufficient Spirits, wholly needleſs ; when 
*tis ſelf evident, that one Spirit who is really All-ſufficient 
and All-perfe&t, is enough to all purpoles and intents 
whatſoever? It there were Ten Millions of ſuch Spirits, 
could they do more, or do it more eaſily or more perfeQt- 
ly ; than one A-/afficient Spirit will? Nor is rare Ay 
think, 
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think, any Demonſtration in all the Mathematicks, more 
certain or more clear than this ; That if oze is All-ſufi- 
cient, morg are needleſs. 

I imagine, Mr. F. B. will have a very hard task of it, 
to prove; That there is any thing ſuperfluous, and mon- 
ſtrous in the Nivine Nature : Nay I well hope, that all 
Promiſes notwithſtanding ; he is a better man, than to 
undertake it. Bur I dare to avow, *twill be wholly im- 
poſſible to evince; if there can be but one God, becauſe 
one is ſufficient, and more are ſuperfluous : That it will 
not follow, that if one All-ſufficient Spirit is enough, 
more are needleſs and in vain ; and conſequently that they 
cannot be ſuppoſed, without (impiouſly) introducing &s 
monſtroſity into our Conceptions of the Divinity. 

2. Again, they argue ; The multiplicity of Beings of 
any ſort, ariſes - trom the ca imperfection and 
unſufficiency- (in ſome regard or other) of thoſe Beings. 
Either they are mortal; and therefore their ever decaying 
numbers want to be recruited, by a new Succeſſion. Or 
none of them is ( alone) ſufficient, to ſupply his own 
wants, and to be a comfort to himſelf ; without the con- 
currence of more, and aſſociation with more. Or more 
than one is required, if not to himſelf; yet for the comfort 
and ſypport of other Beings. Wohere-ever there is a plu- 
rality of Beings of the ſame kind, ſome or other of theſe 
before-mentioned, is the cauſe of it: But God is free from. 
all theſe DefeAs ; he alone is ſufficient for himſelf, and 
for all other Beings; and becauſe he never dieth, there is 
no need of another or others to ſupply his place. 

In ſhort, We cannot imagine more Gods ; becauſe, of 
thoſe Imbecillities and Defefts, which occaſion plurality 


of Beings of any kind, none of them are incident to God. 
To ſuppoſe more Gods, without aſſigning ſome final Cauſe 
for ſuch a ſuppoſition, is to imploy our Fancy and Inven- 
tion, not to exerciſe our Reaſon; 'tis to amuſe our ſelves 
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with Condceits arid Chimera's, not to Philoſophize. You 
inagine more Gods, without giving a reaſon; whether 
final, or declaratory : You ought to know , the proper 
name for this, is Whimſy. 

I ſhall ask now ; Whether this Argument is not alike 
forcible, againſt the Herefy of three Infinite All-ſufficient 
Spirits :. as againſt the Lmpiety of three Gods ? For by 
ſaying, as the Realiſts do, that every one of the three Spirits 
# Al-perfeit, and All-ſufficient , they grant, that none of 
the ImperfeEttons, that are the Reaſons why Beings of the 
lame kind are multiplied, is found in him : fo that to ſup- 
poſe mote fuch Spirits, is a pure Suppoſition, a figment of 
the Imagination or Fancy ; not the product of Reaſon and 
good Conſideration. Each of the three Spirits, they ſay, 
1s All-ſufficient and All-perfeCt ; he dies nor, he needeth 
no.other either to ſupport, or to comfort him, and he 
(alone) is All-ſuflicient for all other Beings : Then, ſay I, 
more ſuch Spirits are as precarioully ( becauſe they are 
cauſeleſly) ſuppoſed, as more Gods, 

3. It hath been alledged by Divines, and Philoſophers, 
with great judgment ; that indeed the Exiſtence of 2 God 
is manifeſted to Mankind, in the high Wiſdom and the 
admirable Contrivance , that is feen in the whole, and 
parts of the World : And that this Maniteſtation was ne- 
ceſffary, both to the Comfort of Men, and the Honour of. 
God. To the Honour of God; that his Creature might there- 
by be excited, to pay that Adoration ; which is due to the 
moſt Conſummate, as well as Supream Being. To the- 
Comfort of Men; that in all Diſtreſſes and Fears, we might 
be ſupported with this Reflection : That the Parent and 
King of the World, is All-wiſe, and All-powerful ; and 
therefore able, to turn every Event into Good, to ſuch 
whoſe heart is perfett with him, As theſe are the Reaſons, 
the firſt eſpecially, Why God has manifeſted himſelf to 


his Creatures, by his Works.; ſo were there more than 
| one 
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one God, whom we ought to adore, and to whoſe Provi- 
dence and Favours we are indebted : It follows, for all 
the ſame Reaſons, that this alſo would have been ſome 
way diſcovered to us, in the nature and quality of their 
Works. There are a thouſand Significations, in the Works 
of Creation, that God is; but not the leaſt intimation, by 
them, or any other ways, that there are more Gods than 
one : Seeing therefore the Works of God were made, to 
diſplay his PerfeQtions to rhe Rational part of the Crea- 
tion ; we rightly infer, that becauſe thoſe Works diſcover 
to us, only this, that there is « God, we ought to believe 
no farther than is declared to us, namely that « God (or 
one God) there certainly is. 

I ever thought this, a very folid Reaſoning; I know 
not, what it may ſeem to Mr. F. B. but if he cannot deny 
'tis a ſound Proof (to ws) of the Unity of God; I am well 
fatisfied, that it is as direQ, againſt our profelling more 
Infinite and All-ſafficient Spirits, Of one fach Mind or 
Spirit, the Works of Creation {10 full of Beauty, Order, 
and Deſign ) are a clear Demonſtration ; but chey ſhew 
us not the leaſt foottteps or track of more ſuch Spirits agd 
Minds, Todiſcover to us one ſuch Spirit and Mind, was 
the primary reaſon of their Creation ; 4herefore if there 
were more, that alſo would have been made known tous, 
either by the Works, or Providences, -that ere viſible to 
all ; becauſe all are concerned to know it. 

And this Conſideration aH{o preoludes the Realiſts, from 
pretending : That their belief of three Infinite Spirits, 
though 'tis not founded on the Works of Creation or of Pro- 
videxce, yet has been taught ro ws (ot theſe laſt Ages, and 


.of theſe parts of the World) by z Revelation; that 4s ro 
ay, in H. Scripture. For all (of all Ages and Places ) 


being equally coaccraed to know, how many Geds, and 
how many Supream Spirits, there are ; the knowledge 
whether there are one er more ſuch Spirtes, 4s not to be 
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fought in a particular Revelation, peculiar but to ſome 
few, but in the Works and Providences which lie open to 
all: Becauſe, I fay, all are concerned in this knowledge. 

So much of true Religion, as is really neceſſary, either 
to the knowledge, and (acceptable) Worſhip of God ; or 
to the praQtice of the Duties of converſation : All this is 
either very viſible and legible, in the Works, or the Pro» 
vidences of God ; or is radically in us, by connate, con- 
genit Knowledge, or as Divines ſpeak Natural Conſci- 
exce. The Realiſts therefore ſhould in vain pretend, that 
their DoCtrine of three Divine Spirits is grounded on Re- 
velation ; for 'tis a Point of ſo much importance, and {6 
general concernment, that were it true, it muſt have been 
found where all other zeceſſary parts of Religion, are regi- 
ftred; in the Works of Creation, or the Methods of Pra- 
vidence, or the congenit Notions which are inſeparable 
from our Rational Natures, 

But would the Realiſts appeal to Revelation, would 
they be judged by it ; in this Queſtion, Whether God is 
one or more Spirits * Our Saviour himſelf will anſwer, 
God i (not three Spirits, but) 4 Spirit, John 4. 24. 

T leave theſe Arguments with Mr. F. B. who has pro- 
miſed to ſatisfy them. When he does,I will thank him: In 
the mean time, I eſteem him, as. of the moſt ſufficient, 
for any great Undertaking in ( Theological) Learning. 


The Exceptions, and Defence by the Realiſts. 


But the Realiſts tel] us, 

1. That the Explication of the Trinity, or what the 
three Divine Perſons are, given by the Nominals ; as they 
have learned from Dr. Cudworth to call us: I ſay, They 
tell us, that our Explication is a bare-faced yielding the 
long-coptroverted Queltion of the Trinity, to the Sabelians 
and Samoſatenians ;. and conſequently to the — 

who 
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whodifer in nothing from Noet ws, Sabellins, and Paul of 
Samo/ata, The God of the Sabellians and Socinians, and 
the God (or pretended, werbal Trinity) of the NVominals, 
is perfeQly the ſame: "The latter haveexplained away the: 
Triniry, to the Former; the 7hree Divine Perſans of the 
Nominals, do all make but the oze Divine Perſon of the: 
Secinians and Sabellians, 

The Trinity of the Nominals is one ſingle Being, ons 
individual Subſtance, one particular Mind , one ſolitary 
Spirit. The Socinians and Sabe/lians lay the very ſaing 
thing, of their oze Divine Perſon. 

The Trinity believed by the Nominals, hath but one 
Underſtanding, Will, or Energy ; in number : Ir hath 
but one ſingle Omaipotence, or other Divine PerfeCtion. 
And this too, is what the Sabell;ans and Socjnians contend. 
for.; the very Mark at which they aim.. 

Again, The Nominals ſay, There are three Divine 
Perſons; who are not /iving Beings, or really Fxiſting Spi- 
rits, but three Properties, otherwiſe called Relations, or 
Modes of Subliſtence : namely, the Divine Subſtance with. 
the three Properties, thoſe manifeſtly contraditory Pro- 
perties, to be of none, to be begotten, and to proceed, The. 
Socinians (mile; and cric, miſerable trifling : But theſe be- 
ing words, without any ſenſe belonging to them; no ways; 
de{troying the Unity of God, but implying juſt nothing 
at all; we (for Peace fake) can ſubmit to *em. 

And when the. Nominals add ; That Original, Wiſdom. 
ia the Godhead or God, 1s the Perſon of the Father; Re- 
flex Wiſdom (or the Image begotten by Original Wiſdom's, 
contemplating and underſtanding the Divine Nature and 
PerfeAtions) is the Son; and the Spiration Breathing qr 
Love, by which God willeth himſelf, is :he Spirit, The 
Socinians anſwer ; Ay, ay, we believe juſt ſo.; we never- 
doubted,,that there is in God Original Wiſdom ; or that he 
underftandeth, and willeth (that is, loyeth) him(ſclf, 
Ta. 
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To what purpoſe, ſay the Realiſts, hath Dr. S—t#h,-in 
his Preface to Tritheiſm charged on Dr. Serlock , ſaid 
© 'The Trinity is ſach a diſtinguiſhing Article of Chriſti- 
_ © anity, that withour it, a man can no more be a Chriſtian, 

© than without a Rational Soul he can be a man? Por *tis 
{elf evident, that he and his Party of Nominals, are Sabel- 
lian and Soetnizn all over ; The Socinians believe as much 
as he, or the Heads of Colleges that ſecond him, and he 
and his Friends 4s little as the Socinians, concerning a real 
Trinity. 

And though the Nominals, becauſe they affeCt to in- 
rape ina Queſtion, the which they underſtand not at all, 
{ce not their Syncretiſm with the Socinians ; yet the Sorr- 
nians (all) ſee it, and profeſs it in their late Books : Par- 
ticularly, in both their Pamphlets of Confiderations on the 
Explications and Defences of the Trinity; and their Ds/- 
courſe concerning the Nominal and Keal Trinitarians. 


T his is an Inwidiozs Objection ; but therein, conſiſts the 
whole ſtrength of it. *Tis the Exception made by the 
Arians and 7 ritheiſts, againſt the Fathers of the firft Ne- 
cexe Conncil, who ſtood tor the term Homo-onſios. By 
which, they meant, that the Divine Perſons have rhe 
ſelf-ſame Subſtance in mumber ; and which , though after 
a hard ſtruggle, they got inſerted mto the Nicene Creed. 

The well-known ( and by all approved) Hiftorian, 
Socrates Stholafticus , has informed us ; that thoſe who 
maintained X/omo-ouſios, or that the Divine Perſons have 
the ſelf-ſame Subftance, were upbraided as Sabe/liams, by the 
Party which diſliked that term. Hiſt. Eccl. .1. c, 23. But 
all know, that none but Arians and 7ritheiſts were agamlt 
Conſubſtantial, or of the ſelf-ſame Subſtance ; and that it 
was the Orthodox Party, and the Niczze Council it {&tf, 
that ſtood for Homo-ouſics. Therefore, whereas the Realifts 
cbjeCt to us, thatwe are Sabe//jans; tis the old Calumny 
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vpon the Niceze Council, and objeted to both for the 
ſame reaſon ; namely, Becauſe we believe that the Deity, 
or Perſons of the Trinity, fublilt iz one only and ſelf-ſame 
Spiritual Subſtance; and becaule this implies, that God is 
but oze individual Spirit, ove fingle Mind. 

As to the Socinians, ſeeing our Oppoſers themſelves 
confeſs, that they are the ſame with the Sabelians ; they 
are as impertinently objected to Us, as the Sabellians were 
to our Predeceſſors, the Fathers of the Nzcexe Council. 
Why are we told, we give up the Catholick Faith to the 
Socinians; when we lo calily prove, that the Faith of one 
only Divine Subitance, one Intinite Mind and Spirit, was 
the Belief and Profeſſion of the Catholick Church, fomany 
Ages before Socinus was born, or the Socinians Men» 
tioned ? 

If the Sociniens after long canvaling the Queſtion, have 
found, and are content to own ; that one Infinite Spirit, 
ene Eternal, Spiritual Subſtance, one All-wiſe Mind, is 
their very Faith ; And that the Properties of che Divine 
Subſtance, called Perſons, may be admitted and profelled, 
as interpreted by the Church ; it cannot be faid, that the 
Church has given up any thing, but that the Socinrans ne- 
ver meant to oppoſe the Doctrine of che Catholick 
Church, but the particular Error of the Realiſts, whom. 
they miſtook to be the Church. 

"Tis no ſurprize at all to me,. that contending Parties 
ſhould oppoſe one another as Hereticks, upon a miltake 
of each other's DofAtrine ; or that Time, and long ſifting 
of things by able and diligent Perſons, ſhould Afoy! Diffi- 
caltics and Controverſies, that ſeemed inſuperable and un» 
reconcilable. The ground, on which the Fn2/ib Uni- 
tarians build their Affirmation, that their DoQtrine con= 
cerning God and the Perſon of our Saviour, differs not 
from the Doctrine of the Church, is ; that the Church. 


believes but one Infinite Subltance, one Supreapn Beiag, ' 
ONs.. 
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one Omnipotent and Omniſcient Mind and Spirit; as alſo 
that none of the Divine Attributes, is more than once in 
the Deity ; that there is but one Underſtanding, but one 
Will, and one Energy in God : For this, ſay the Soctnians, 
1s our Doctrine; and what we call oze Perſon, namely one 
ſubſiſting or phyſical Perſon. Let it therefore be ſhewn, 
that one Infinite Mind, Subſtance and Being, with bur 
one IntelleA, Will and Power of AQtion, was not always 
the DoQtrine of the Church ; not only before the Socinians, 
but before the Sabelliays or the Noetians, were named 
among men : Or that it hath not, in like manner, been 
the open Profeſſion of all Writers 3 whether of Inſtituti- 
ons, or Controverly ; fince (and notwithſtanding) the Riſe 
and Pretences of Soc:zzus and the Party from him named, 

Our Engliſh Socinians Claim, in their late Writings ; 
that they are the Diſcoverers, that the Feud between the 
Church and them, was ill-grounded : For that in very 
deed Both ſay the ſame thing. As they pretend to this 
Honour, fo they are ſufficiently paid ; in that themſelves 
have the whole benefit of it: they may injoy thereby that 
Peace and Tranquillity, that Eaſe and Security, from the 
Laws themſelves ; which they before owed to the Indul- 
gence, or the Connivance of Princes and Magiſtrates. 

And why is it ſaid in the ObjeQtion ; that the Properties 
of the Divine Nature, which we call Perſonalities, are 
contradiQtory Properties ? For to be of none, to be begot- 
ten, and to proceed, are not intended of the Divine Sub- 
ſtance it calf; which is neither begotten, nor proceeds. 

- The difficulty, intended in this ObjeCtion, wholly diſap- 
pears; ſo ſoon as the Realiſts are made to underſtand the 
terms we there uſe. For Original Mind, or the Perſon of 
the Father, is wnbegotten ; the Logos, or reflex Wiſdom, 
becauſe it reſults from Original Mind's contemplating and 
underſtanding the Divine PerfeQtions, is apparently gene- 
rated or begotten ; and the Love, by which God willeth 

himſelf, 
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himſelf, muſt needs proceed from both theſe, namely from 
Original Mind and _—_ Wiſdom They are thetefore, not 
only , not Contradictory Properties, which in God the 
Church hath called Perſons and Perſonalities; but they attu- 
ally are in the Divine Nature and Subſtance, nay they are 
neceſſarily there, and from all Eternity. 

2. One may foreſee, that another Objetion will be 
made; and I have met it, more than once, in Converſation : 
*tis this. The Predications,or (as others ſpeak) Attributions 
given in H, Scripture and by the Catholick Church, to the 
Divine Perſons, ſeem not well to conſiſt, or to be intelligi- 
ble; on the Hypotheſis or Explication of the Nominals. 

For inſtance, The Sonor Second Perſon of the Trinity 
is (both jn H. Scripture and by the Catholick Church) cal- 
led God ; we lay, he was Incarnate, and all things were made 
by him : In ſome places an Omnipreſence, in others Omnil- 
cience and Omnipotence, are aſcribed to him. But how can 
we (with any tolerable propriety Yfay ; thard mere Reflex 
Wiſdom is God, created all things, was Incarnate, is Omni-' 
potent, Omniſcient or Omnipreſent,: Or how can any of 
theſe things be affirmed of, or applied to our Saviour ; in 
regard of the Incarnate or Inhabiting [ ogos,.or Reflex Wiſ- 
dom? The which alſo, how it ſhould be Incarnate, will be 
another unaccountable, unintelligible Paradox,” ' * © 

Tothis ferious and very weighty Exception, T Anſwer, 
Firff.1 am perfuaded,we ſhould do well to'confider the In- 
terpretations of the Texts, whereintheſe things are ſaid, or 
{ſcem to be ſaid ; toconſider well, I ſay, the Interpretations 
of thoſe Texts, by thoſe Critical Interpreters, who are moſt 
eſteemed in the Catholick Church. Yhe Critical Interpre- 
ters have (for the moſt part) underftvo4 thoſe Nekts'other 
wiſe; thartthe Writers of Controvetfics; ate willing to do. 
I reckon, that an Intefpreter is ro be heard; before our com- 
mon Writers of Controverſy : And that a'Divine, or other 
Enquirer into the Sacred Truths, is to form his Judgment; 
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by Converſation inthe laterpreters.; not from Contraver- 


ſial Writers, good for nothing but ta tel Learners what 


Queſtions aredebated, and what Chapter, Verſe or Period 
of the Sacred Text is alledged either as 4 Proof, or an Ob- 
jeftion ; that is, good for nothing but ta ſend one to the In- 
rerpreters on ſuch a Chapter, Verſe of Period. 

The [aterpreter obſervesthe Concext, the parallel Texts, 
the various Readings; the Ancient T raſlations, that were 
made from better Copies than any we naw have : He con- 
liders, that ſometimes things are ſpoken Figuratively, ſome- 
times Alluſively, ſometimes Catachreſtically. In a word, 
The Ryles of Criticiſm ; thole already mentioned, and ma- 
ny mare ;. being judicioully applied, make the Interpreter 
ro drerve the name of « Divine. But Writers of Controverſy 
go. (uſually).ia a Very different merhgd, tothis; they.take 
only ſome ſhreds of the Sacred nk and moſt COR: 


ub hl in ſome (yery partial) flation : And 9 
ound, of, thoſe ta poly wu trom, 
ee; they progounce an rung. th *@ 
and moſt Important Queſti ulties. - 


be: © were ealy., to ſuch an application of t ee 
Qing har ya (perha wn it fe me but out (for all 
os wr I ſhall caatgat my ſelf f to ſay, in gene- 
Thats we, 
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ven to qur. Redo in Scriptupe, pertectly agree wi 
[xplicatiop of os ds; ypon the Texts, where 
thoſe pf OE ar Pre 3s. are found, we. do bug 


conſult ſach Interpreters as Dr, Hammond; Mr.Calvin, Mal- 
"8 Menoching, Tirinus, Salmero; Exaſmus, Grotins. If 
Kos Critics.have not been alike ty ORoenates » 6 happys y, 
upon «the Texts,..that the Realiſts 
from themall; eſpecially from Ere/mus, 6 Grating De bo 
mond and Mr. C afvin, it will becaſy to.preſent. the Realſts 
with ſuch.an Ingerpretation of < Sacred Texts; as not 


enly.agrees with; .but was (doubt not) grounded oaths 
xpli- 
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Ky interpreted; becaufe they Blot: ft : DoCtrines of 
the Tritinh, the Tocarnatioo, and the Diyigity of our I. 
viour, not in the ſenſe of the Realifts; but as the Nomi- 
nals {that is, the Church) do. 

Ia ſhort, Iſay, we are not bound to underſtand all-the 
Texts,that theRealiſts would obje& to us-under thisBranch 
of Controverſy; as the Realiſts, and ſome warm Writers of 
Polemics, take *em.: We will interpret the Tekts they (hall 
obje to us, as they have been interpreted by a great num- 
ber of the beſt Critics, and moſt cohrated and allowed 
Titerpreters of the Charch. And.we will ſuppart our Inter: 
pretatien,by the beſt and ſureſt Rule of Criticiſm and Inter- 
pretation ; 4he wature and poſſibility of the thing in queſttan. 

If thee foregoing Anſwer ſeem too pens. [ aoſwer 
again, Secondly. Let ys filtinguiſh the two Natures in 

riſt, the Pivigiy apes e Humanity ; and rightly un- 
derſtand the riae of the Incarbation ; And we. ſhall 
find immediately, how to ſatisfy the (before-ſaid) ObjeRi- 
onof the Realiſts, As kry Incarnation,every Body knows, 
that the moſt Learned Fnterpreters do not limit the Incar- 
nation, 40 the Perſon of the Logos or Son :- But they ſay, 
the whole Divinity, or as St, Pau} ſpeaks, oy hp of the 
Canes (was Incaroate,or) dat iy Crs . By which,not- 
withſtanding, they do not mean, that. was-ſo-Incar- 
nate, gr ſo dwells in the Humanicy of Chrilt, that he is 
not alſo ww where elſe : But only thus, Chriſt is perfe# 
God in reſpeCt of God in him ; becauſe, or 4 God is perfet? 
God in whatſoever Place or Perſon he is; God is perfe& 
God in the very. {eaſt point of ſpace, .nakſs than in never 
ſolargea portion-of Extenſion; 

I ſay now, hereupon ; whenever our Saviour is called 


God, or the other great things (mentioned in the Objeth- 
on). are ſaid of ins” We underſtand oof, rx pact 


tions, of bi Perſon; but of _ Perſon in reſpe& only of 
| 2 | the 
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the Divine Nature, or the inhabiting Divinity. If the Rea- 
liſts find our Saviour is called Goa, is ſaid to be Omnipotent, 
Omniſcieht or Omnipreſent, has the Creation of all thi 
imputed to him ; let '*er know, all this is affirmed of bs 
Perſon, but in regard only of the Inhabiting Divinity, or 
(as the bunntes [peak) God in him And to believe other- 
wiſe of thefe matters, is the Hereſy of Futyches ; condem- 
ned in ſo many General Councils. 

I confeſs, thefe are Depths that ought to be ſpoke of 
with great Caution; and as much Moderation 1 And for 
that reaſon, I have faid no more, than I thought was abſo- 
tutely neceſfary to make my ſelf underſtood ; and to vindi- 
cate the Explication of the Church, from the Exception 
of the Realiſts. Bur if occaſion be piven, by ſome ſuch Op- 
poſer as appears to underſtand well theſe Queſtions; and is 
diſpoſed, to argue not for ViQtory, Intereſt, or a Party,but 
to clear the Truth : I ſhall make no difficulty, to be as ex- 
plicit, and particular, in anfwer to this ObjeQipn of the 
Realiſts ; as ſhall be required, or defired of me. ' ._ 


<3, 


96x 7 FO Expedients of Peace. 


Having "op thorough two Parts, of what I deſigned 
and-propofed; namely, the Account of the different Expli- 
cations. of the DoQrine of the Trinity, agd the Defence of 
che Ortliodox'Faith'; NOT oY; 'bur' withal the'moſt 
difficult, remains ro be'ſpoke to. How Peace and Charity 
may be preſerved, in this diverſity of Opinions, abour a 

moſt important Queſtion ? | « 
-»-There is no man that betieves.a DoQrine, but he would 
be-glad, and is in ſome degree ative, to' get it generally 
owned ; for every Perſon is naturally a Friehd to whar, he 
ſuppoſes to be the Truth : Bur ſurely, *ris an Exceſs, if we 
ſek to eſtabliſh, or to propagate Truth, a Divine thing ; 
by the methods of Hell, Wrath, Bitterneſs, R a == 
raud, 


lence, as the Theological 
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Fraud, Perſecutions, and ſuch like. What have Anger, 
Fraud and Violence, Infernal Arts, to do with Truth ; a 
ſacred thing ? Truth diſdains to be put into the Chair, by 
ſuch hands as thoſe. 'Tis a part of the nature of Truth, to 
prevail by her own _ and (perſuaſive) Power ; with- 
out the concurrence of any other (over officious) Helpers : 
Or otherwiſe, willingly to ſuffer repulſe, and chuſe exclu- 
fion. But the Clergy 4am eſpecially) ſhould argue, with- 
out Contending; Diſpute, without ſtriving: Becauſe we 
have this particular Charge, given to us, 2 Tim. 2. 24. 
The ſervant of God, muſt uot ſtrive, but be gentle to all men; 
— with mildneſs (<» nexrmm) inſtrutting thoſe that oppoſe 
themſelves. Prep 

Of all whether Faults, or Blemiſhes, :Error is the leaſt ; 
ſimple Error (or Error not cauſed by a ſupine Negligeoce, 
or Corrupt Paſſions, which ſway us) is neither Blemiſh, 
nor Fault. Fault it cannot be pretended to be : but I con- 
tend, *tis not ſo much as a blemiſh; if by blemiſh be meant 
fomething that deſerves ſcorn, or reproach. , For frail and 
fallible Natures, as ours are, ought not to be ſcorned, for 
not aQting above their Powers ; that is, for not being In- 
fallible, or not being exempt from ſome Errors. 

As reaſonable as all this is, and as plainly as it has been 
commanded to us; I think, no Debates have been managed 
with that bitterneſs, no CH debated with that yiru- 

? When will Divines be aſhamed, 
of ſacrificing their” Charity, without which all Knowledge, 
nay and all Faith (the Apoftle himſelf faith) are mere Va- 
nities ; to their Pafſions: That is, to the ſenſual and brutal 


part our Natures? The Tartars manage their Wars, with 
els \ 


Cruelty; than the Clergy. If we accuſe one of our 


. Order, though never {6 learned and deſerving, of Error 


we do not willingly give over, till we leave him neither 
Bread, nor good Natne: There is neither meaſure, nor end 
of our Reproaches and Infamations; and after all, if we 
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can, we deprive him too. Nay this 4 gooey deal of mo- 
detation, and praQtiſet ohly ar Proteftants.;- and that 
coo, bur iti forne Cafes, and ſome Countries. , 

"Tis true, thar to palliate the matter; what in others we 
call Malice, Inhumanity, Barbarity, in our ſelves is holy 
Zeal. Tt the Mahometans or Pagans were guiky of ſuch de- 
bacchations in Language, againſt one another z or ſuch ifh- 
munes, in Praftice : We ſhould objeQ. theſe Faults, to 
their very Religion ahd Principles z we ſhould fay, How 
theſe Inhdels worry one another ? Bue while our {elves do 


it, we call our ſelves rhe Champions of 1ruth, and our Bru- 
taliries 7he Holy Var. | 


There are however two Expedients, the firſt of which 
would appeafe this Diſorder, and reQify this Deformity : 
Fhe other, and which I fear is the only thing to be hoped 
for, will prevent any dangerous Conſequences to the State 
or Charch, from Contentions ſo m IP | 

t. The fitft Expedient is, in the Lixigants themſelves ; 

tiamely, That as they teach the Goſpel to others, they would 
for think themſelves to be above the Charges, and Gom- 

'mandsof it. Thoſe Commandments eſpecially, which we 
our ſelves are wont to recommend to our People ; as the 
Vital, the Eſſential, and Integrating Parts of Chriſtianity. 
Foltow peare with all men, ſay we, when in our Pulpits. The 
wiſtom that is from above, is piire, peaceuble, gentle. Let all 
bitterneſs, anger, clamour, evil-ſpeaking, be put away from 
among you. Be kindly-affetted toward one another ; in honour 
preferring one another. Where envying and ftrife i, there is 
confuſion, and every evil work. Let mothing be done through 
frrife, but with lowlineſs of mind let each eſteem other better 

"thay themſelves, Heb. 12. 7. James 3. 17. Bph: 4. $1. 
Rom. 12. 26. Jathes 3. 16. Phil. 2. 3- 

Theft are our Soto Sayings, to our People z the Sub- 
jets of whole Diſcourſes, and: beets pling eolacned by us. 
"Why db we diſdain then, to praftiſe theſe blefſed Precepts 

M our 


; 
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our ſelves : Why ge we pull down, by an (execrable) Ex- 
ample, what will neyer be {et up by a mexe (mercenary) 
Eloquence? The World muſt ſee us liveour:DoQrine ; or 
they will never be converted to it, any farther than weare : 
namely, by approving it, in the Speculation ; and diſpen- 
ſing with, or diſtinguiſhing themſelves off from, the Pra- 
Rice. This was the difference, and the reaſon (at the ſame 
time) of ghe ſq different Succels, of the Apoltles preaching, 
and ours; they lived the Goſpel, we talk ir. 

Were our Books of Diſputartion, as full of Charity, as we 
require (by qur Sermons) that the Converſatian of our 
People ſhould be ; our Diſputes and Writings would be 
excellent Expedicnts, of improving Knowledge, :and'dif- 
covering Truth : And not, as now, the means of perpe- 
ruatlog Controverlies ;' and of widening, and imbirtering 

em. 

We find indeed abundance of palliations, for our Mur- 
ders, of one another's Fame ; and for our depriving Fami- 
lies of their Bread, and Children of thur Ioheritance, by 
our profecmiqns of qthers tor theiy Coaſtience-: That is, 
for their Loyalty, and (neceffary) Obedience to God, Bur. 
will the unerring Judge admit - of the diſtinftions,: by 
which we elude, and Raoul his Laws? Will it ſuffice to 
fay-to him, we were firſt provaked by others; ta him thas 
has, commanded, Renyer ngt evil-for vil ,. neither racking 
for  railinz, but eto tx bleſpng? Will it war's 
when we plead ;, that we contended for-Fruth,againk:Ec, 
ror ; Oras we have learned to ſpeak, for Fatth, agaialbble- 
rely : will ſuch a Pretence ſawsfy hun, who has declared; 
that, Cheri y is $rrotor than Faith; or Kyomladge 3, 1 | .. 

 In:ſbort, The Gcſt and beſt Expediens, 1 faypis;: Thar 
Writers.A gb their Controverſies; 'wizh that. 
Spirit of Gharity,c nd of- Deftrence towards: 
their Qppolites :- which the Goſpel,. we preactu.e0 oghiers, 
does-more eſpecially. require of us. Pang f 0:7 
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2. But the next is, That neither the Government, nor 
my Lords the Biſhops,eſpouſc either Side ; in their publick 
capacity, that is, as Magiſtrates, or as Biſhops. While pri- 
vate Divines, or Biſhops only as they are DoCtors, not ( Ju- 
ridically) as Biſhops, write, preach, or declare for the one 
or the other Party ; the matter is not much : The heat be- 
tween the Litigants will by degrees ſpend it ſelf; and the 
violent Wind ( now rifing and increaſing ) will languiſh, 
into a Serene, So it hapned here in Exgl/and, inthe Remon- 
ſtrant, Quinquarticular, or as ſome call it the 4rminian Con- 
troverſy : Neither the King, nor the Parliament, nor the 
Biſhops as ſuch, condemning or cenſuring either Party ; 
the Contention died away ; neither Church nor'State ſuf- 
fered any the leaſt Convulſions by it. Not ſo in Holland, or 
France ; or in other parts, where the ſame Queſtions were 
controverted under other names. In Holland for inſtance, 
there has been three or four Overturnings of theState it ſelf; 
- by occafion'of that Controverſy. And the Church there ſuf- 

fered as much ; the principal Learned men being deprived, 
inthe ſucceſſive turns of prevalence, of their reſpeQive Par- 
ties. The chief effe& of the Synod of Dort was, that the 
principal Divines of the Church ; and the Profeſſors, upon 
whoſe ——_— abroad,the Dztch Univerſities did ſubſiſt; 
. were diſplaced: And being diſplaced; Diſcontents, Tumults, 
- new Parties and SeQts, an unreconcileable Rancour on the 

minds of the Provincial-States, and other Grandees of the 
Countrey, grew up, and every day multiplied. And this is 
always the effeQt, when Publick Authority quitting its 
Place and Dignity, makes it ſelf a Party. *Tis (almoſt) ne- 
- ver, that a Controverſy is ſo ended : All that is gained by 

the partiality of the Publick, is, That the moſt Eminear 
Perſons both for Learning and Probity ſaffer, inthe viciſſi- 
| tudes of their'Parties ; and only Hypocrites and Weather- 

cocks, Dunces and Trimmers, fill the Chairs and Pulpits. 

In the Jewiſb Church, as wide and important as = Dif- 

et If erence 


( &5 ) 


rence was, between the Phariſees and Saddurres; the Go- 
vernment whether of Church or State never fo eſpouſed 
either Party, as to excommunicate, or otherwife exchudg 
the other. The Eccleſiaſtical Council, the Courſts of the 
Prieſts, the Offices of the Temple,. the High-Prieſthoo ir 
ſelf, were equally open,, to all Candigates of Ecarning and 
Merit, whether they were Phariſees or Sadducees. "EF was, 
thought but reaſonable; and necelfary tothe publick Peace 
and Dry, that all, who owned the Law and Prophets, 
ſhquld be admitted toall the Priviledges of true Jews ; haw 
much ſoever they might differ from one another, in their 
Interpreting thole Sacred Books. 

I am perſuaded, that the way to. prevent any Opinion: 
from growiog too faſt, or much, is; togive it vent : Suf+ 
fer it to be argued, let the DNoCtors diſpute it ; *twill'nat be: 
long, before there/are ſo many able Perſons on both ſides, 
that neither ſhall make any very conſiderable progreſs. 

Beſides ; different Opinions and Parties in the, Catholick 
Church, if the Government carries it tf equally to them, 
produce many. excellent EffeQs ; this efpecially. Thar the: 
Miniſtry is more Learned, more Diligent, and'more Exem- 
plary ; thanifone Party being abſolute Maſters, ſhall there- 
tore ({uch is Human Frailty, more apt to be corrupted. by: 
Proſperity, than by all other Snares together) abandon is 
{elf ro-Licentiouſneſs, Ignorance,, and Idteneſs. 

Bur if Church- men, as Intereſſed Perſons, wilt but faint- 
ly conſider theſe things; yet the Civil Government, becaufe 
it propounds the Publick Weal. and Preſervation for its 
end, cannot neglect them, without failing very ofren of thar. 
end. Ng Government (whether it were a Monarchy or a 
Republick). was ever overturned, by its. Indifferency and: 
Impartiality ta Contending Parties-in the Church; but on, 
ly by a profeſſed Partiality for one Side, agaiaſt the other : 
Ic is this only, that has cauled Rebellions and Civil Wars, 
that: Queſtions ariliag. berween Learned and' Able Mana- 
gers ; firſt the Government in S Cliurch,then the Regen- 

cy 
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cy in the State, has-attempted to deſtroy one of the Parties, 

Father Paul the Servite, Author of the ({o much celebra- 
ted) Hiſtory of the Council of Trext,was of opinion ; That 
Pope Leo X, was much in the right, when he ſo greatly bla- 
med himſelf for ſiding with the Dominicans,againſt 'M. Ln- 
ther and the Friers Auſtins, in the Queſtions concerning In- 


dulgencies. Had the Pope left the DoQtors to diſpute it out; 


tis believed that Luther would have preſerved his reſpeC for 
the perſon of the Pope, and the Holy See as they call it ; He 
ever profeſſed to ſubmit himſelf co thePope,and theChurch; 
till the Pope declared againſt him, and excommunicated 
him. And'tis the general Opinion of the more judicious Hi. 
ſtorians, as well as of Father Pay/; that (humanly ſpeak- 
ing) there had never been any Reformation, if that Pope 
had permitted the Doctors to diſpute till they were weary ; 
preferriog-in the mean time thoſe of both Partics, who were. 
Leading men, and men of Learning and Probity. 

The bad Succeſs of Pope Leo, in ingaging on a particu- 
lar Side, when he ſhould have been indifferent to both, has 
been the cauſe ; that the Pope and Conclave would never 
determine the Queſtion, between the Dominicans and Fran- 
ciſcans, concerning the Immaculate Conception of the Vir- 
gin Mary. For-tho both Orders profeſs, to ſubmit to the 
Judgmeat of the Pope, and Church: Yet they at Rome, are 
now ſo wiſe, as to underſtand this to be meant, not of an. 


abſolute ſubmiſſion ; but ſo long (only) as his Holineſs, and: 


the Church, ſide not againſt them. 


A late Pope, zealous of the DoQtrine of the Immaculate 


Conception, propounded in the Conclave ; that ſeeing the 
Immaculate Conception 1s the current Doftrine of the 
Church of Rome, the denial of it ſhould be declared to be 
Hereſy, He ſaid, he feared not, that the Dominicans would 


ſhew them(zlves good Catholicks : They would imbrace, . 


and profeſs this DoQtrine ; whea the contrary is once pro- 


nounced by the Church to be Hereſy. Nay, he himſelf 


would undertake for the Dominicans ; that they would ſub. 


mit- 


d 
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' mit tothe Church, as they promiſe every day, and have al- 


ways profeſſed and promiſed. But the Conclave were far 
from being ſatisfied, either with thoſe Promiſes; or with 
the Pope's undertaking for the Dominicans, in a Caſe and 
Queſtion to which that Order had always oppoſed it ſelf. 
Ia ſhort, They told his Holineſs ; that when the DoQors 
profeſs moſt of all their Obedience and Duty to the Church, 
they leaſt of all intend it : They mean only, that as they 
complement high ; ſo the Church alſo ſhould reſpe& hem. 
Whenever the Church ſhall condemn the Do&rines, they 
have ſo lang eſpouſed ; and therefore cannot recede from : 
them,with Honour: They will be far from obeying the Pa- 
pal Deciſions, they will certainly make a Schiſm ; and call 
the Univerſal Paſtor, a Wolf. They ſaid moreover, the Ge- 
neral Council of Trent obſerved all along this Rule; to. 
ſpeak of the Controverſies among Catholicks, in ſuch ge- 
neral terms, that each Party might interpret the Canon to - 
their ownadvantage: That while this Method is followed, . 
they might preſerve the Church from Convulſions and . 
Schiſm ; whenever it ſhall be negleQed, that negle& will 
indanger the very Being of the Church. The Pope hereup-- 
on, not quite grown a Child again, gave way to this Re» - 
monſtrance of the Purple College: He was content, to ſave 
his own Soul, as he reckoned ; and ſuffer the Dominicazs 
to be damned. 

We.may apply this, to the preſent Caſe of our own . 
Church. The Nominals will leſs give up Homo-onſros (one. 
Subſtance, and one Spirit; ) or conſent that it be 1aterpre- 
ted, by three Infinite Subſtances, or three Ereraal Spirits. 
and Minds : than either the Franciſcans or Dominicans will 
vield up, their ſide of the Queſtion concerning the Imma- 
culate Conception. Nor have the Writers of the other ſide, 
the Realiſts, ſhewan a greater diſpoſition, to recede from 
the Cauſe they have undertaken : That it would be the 
moſt unadviſed At, the Goverament could (be overſcen 
to) do; to declare authoritatively and juridically tor, or - 
againſt either of the Parties. . IE. 
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If thoſe trifling Controverſies,concerning # Surplice, the 
'Croſsafrer Baptiſm, and ſuch like,could nor be determined 
or quieted;; by all the Authority of the Regency, the King 
and: Parliament, or of rhe Church and Prelacy-; bur thar 
they have ſtill broke out anew, till the Governmenr (both 
ir-Stare and Church) has been forced to-allow both Parties 
their own DoCtrine and Prathice : How much leſs will fuch 
a Conteſt as this ; Whether there are one or more-Infinite 
and Divine Spirits, and equally the ObjeQts of the-higheſt 
Love and Worſhip ; be ended any other way ? For the 
Nominals contend,that three Divine Spirits are three Goas : 
And the Realilts, that one Numerical Subſtance, one Eter- 
nal Spirit, with three Properties, or three merely Relative 
Subliſtences(OrigizalMina,with the twoImmanent Atts of 
Reflex Wiſdom and Divine Love) is not three Perſons ; but 
one Phyſucal Perſon with three Properties. Wien the Chal- 
lenges and Pretences run ſo high, on both Sides.: There is 
no way to Peace, but by a Foleration of both Parties; nay 
an equal Countenance, toward them- both. 

I have ſaid, what I intended, concerning the'Controver« 
{y depending; and upon a review of the whole, I know 
not-how to depart from the leaſt Period of it. I am ſenſible 
alſo, that the Side I have taken, will give me no thanks 
for what I have faid'on- this. laſt Head, the Expedients of 
Peace ; it may be, I ſhall be even pelted with Reproaches, 
and Calumnies. I ſubmit to the ordinary Fate of ſuch as 
would make Peace: I ſhall however always abide by it, 
Fhat Charity is greater than. Faith ; and Peace than 
Knowledge. 
F I NIS. 
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